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pages. It is broken down into different chapters, 

r f  1pa2tl ~ 1 1 1 ,  or sections of the report. The 

introductory materials, Section 2 in particular, can 

f , lnct l rsn the purpose of an executive summary if you 
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w a n t e d  to hit the highlights of the test if you 

will.. By its nature it's intended to be an 

over~iew. It does not go into great detail about 

all the things that are good about what Qwest did, 

and there are a lot of good things that Qwest did 

during the course of this test. 

It instead tends to emphasize that which 

are still maybe issues that are in question or 

prcblems that remain because those tend to be the 

things in our experience in these matters that get 

the: fac~~s during the live hearings and so on. 

So what I propose to do is go through each 

rest section with you and talk with you about what 

we saw fundamentally, how the company's performance 

was and answer any questions you might have about 

the problem areas and the things that are 

aritsrandlng, or the areas in which we were not able 

ro come to a conclusion for one reason or another. 

We'll talk about those as we go through that. 

Section 12 is probably when most people 

chink about OSS testing, kind of the core of what 

comes to people's minds initially. It is about 

pre-ordering, ordering and provisioning. Those 

activities that a CLEC needs to do in order to 

understand information about what their potential 



RETAKE 



.-s;i:ti>tner has installed, what sort of products and 

srrv:cga and features are available to them, to 

or&;, what k i n d  of appointments they can get, how to 

r a s c r v c  a new telephone number for a customer that's 

uccjilneting a new telephone number, these sorts of 

t t ~ l n g s .  Those are pre-order type of activities. 

Thcn typically a CLEC will place an order 

alac) k n o w  as a local service requesc, LSR or ASR is 

no t  as often used of form but another form of order 

tirat; car1 be sent in to Qwest asking them to do 

ccrtnan things, 

That can be to migrate the customer from 

in wt.ruicr or in part from Qwest to the CLEC, to 

esrabl~sh new features, to establish new lines. 

fundamentally a different set o f  activities that is 

very, very, very broad in nature. 

This test did not look at, did not test 

ever,* possible permutation and cornbination of 

different things that can be ordered. The scope of 

whrrr we tested was defined by the master test plan 

whrch wqs collaboratively agreed to, and we as test 

adfninir,trators ensured that what was agreed to 

caiLaboratively was tested, and that's across the 

k ~ a r d ,  not just far Section 12. 

A vast majority of the evaluation 
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cr i t , e rka  - -  and we might talk about what an 

evaluation criterion is here because it applies to 

all the tests, It is some specific characteristic 

or property or something about a particular aspect 



of a component I n  the wholesale operations of Qh7est. 

B e  that a document, a manual process, an automated 

system, something thar was one of the test tarqets 

about which we are trying to assess whether or not 

Pwest does what it said it was supposed to do: 

Whether the document was usable for its intended 

purpose, whether the process is well formed, whether 

that process, if it's properly executed, can and 

does operate in the normal course of business, 

whether the system that is offered to the CLECs to 

interface with and the wholesale system operates per 

the documentation and is functional in the sense 

that it does what it is described it will do and so 

on. 

So these evaluation criteria typically 

receive a satisfied if we developed enough e-~idence 

that we believe that things are the way that they 

should be; a not satisfied if we believe that they 

do not, in fact, operate the way that they should or 

aren't formed the w a y  that they should; an unable to 

determine when for one reason or another the.re just 

10 

wasn't enough evidence that we could develop during 

the course of the test in order to be able to form 

an opinion as to satisfy or not satisfy. 

And then unusual to this test as opposed 

t n  other OSS tests which I've been involved, there 

were a number of the criteria that were tied to 

performance indicators - -  we'll talk about 

performance indicators in a minute - -  that were 

labeled diagnostic In nature. 



In other words, we were to measure as the 

pseudo-CLEC, measure the service delivered by Qwest 

to the pseudo-CLEC and to report what we saw but not 

to form any opinion about whether what we saw was 

good, bad or indifferent. And so in a number of 

these tests you'll find diagnostic type performance 

measures. And I mentioned the master plan 

articulated what should be tested during the ccurse 

of this test. 

There was also a collaborative - -  set of 

c~llaboratives that defined a set of performance 

measures for certain aspects of Qwestls service 

delivery such as the timely delivery of a firm order 

confirmatic3n and response to an order, otherwise 

known as a FOC or an FOC. Did they deliver those 

things on time, for example, is the type of measure 
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that we'll be talking about here. And these PIDs or 

performance indicators were agreed that in certain 

aspects of the test where we're talking about 

testing the OSS1s themselves, the actual interfaces, 

thar we would apply these performance indicators, 

eallecf inforn~ation about Qwest's performance, and 

we would say did Qwest's performance meet the 

benchmarks or the standards that were 

collaboratively agreed to. 

So in a number of cases these performance 

indicators weren't collaboratively established to 

have any particular value that Qwest needed tc 

achieve in order to pass. It was just diagnostic 



information that the parties agreed that we would 

collect. 

So as one looks at Test 12 which is the 

ability of Qwest to support pre-ordering, ordering 

and then provisioning, which are the activities that 

Owest does behind the scenes in order to take 

whatever network elements it needs LO change, 

install, modify and make those things in conformance 

with what the CLECs ordered, that's the provisioning 

set of activities. 

We fundamentally found that in a lot of 

respects everything that Qwest should be doing they 
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were doing in that regard. There were two not 

satiefi,eds that came out of that test, and those two 

e v a l u a t i o n  criteria had to do with jeopardy notices. 

Jeopardy notice is a notification that's 

B e n t  to a CLEC when Qwest is not going to be able to 

meet the delivery date that they had previously 

cantmittad to in their FOC, their firm order 

confirmation, and they now need to notify the CLEC 

that t h e y  are not going to meet that date for one 

reason or another. Oftentimes it has to do with 

facilities aren't available or there has been 

perhaps, you know, really bad weather and the people 

that are doing the installation t~~orl., are off having 

to help prepare damage from a storm or something 

like that, but there is some reason why they can't 

meet their appointment and they send a jeopardy 

rrotice . 
So the good news is during the course of 



t h e  zest w e  dldn't get very many jeopardy notices. 

tric p s e i ~ d n - C L E C  didn't get very many j~zopardy 

7;2tices. That's the good news. 

The bad news is, as a result we didn't 

have enough data to accumulate a record to tell us 

khether or not they should have passed or not. And 

because the performance measures in this area were 
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parity-type measures, which means we were to compare 

t h e  level of service delivered to retail to the 

l eve l  of ser-vice delivered for wholesale, and 

because there were small sample sizes here when we 

did what's called a dual test which tests both the 

hypothesis that wholesale and retail are at parity 

with each other, and the hypothesis that they are 

not at parity with each other - -  that was a long 

statistical collaborative but I won't bore you 

wich - -  about defining these dual-tell. 

When we did the dual-tell analysis on the 

r s~va i l  volume of data we had, we got conflicting 

les~?ts as to whether they passed or didn't pass. 

And zbst waa caken to the steering committee - -  to 

the TAC and to the steering committee, and the 

drcislan was made by the steering committee to give 

pwest a fail in these two cases because of the 

conflicting results. By definition we get escalated 

t n  the TWG, If that couldn't be resolved in the 

TAG, then it gets escalated to the steering 

committee. So in both cases these criteria were 

escalated to the steering committee. 



2 3 COMMISSIONER BOYLE: Was the question 

? r 
~4 whether or not how they were being provided on a 

25 timely basis to the CLEC? 

MR. WEEKS: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER BGYLE: SO the CLEC 

would go ahead thinking that the - -  e-~erything was 

In order and all of a sudden they discovered that it 

was not and they weren't getting that notice in time 

to do anything about it? 

MR. WEEKS: Yes. And it's kind of a 

catch 22 for Qwest because on the delivery date they 

are never exactly sure whether they are going to be 

able to get to all of their work for a day. So what 

they tend to do is be a little more optimistic about 

yeah, we're going to work real hard and we're going 

to get everything done today. And if they come to 

5 : 0 0  and not everything is done, then they missed 

maybe some appointments. 

The alternative was to ahead of time say, 

you know, we got a lot of worlc today, we might not 

get it all done and send out jeopardy notices and 

then still be able to do the work. 60 Qwest finds 

themselves kind of in a catch 22 here. Plhere if 

they send out timely notifications, they may, in 

fact, be able to do the work, so they've gotren 

everybody all stirred up for nothing. Or the other 

case may be that, well, just didn't quite get 

everything done, they didn't send the jeopardy 

notices out so they are getting, you know, 



penalized, if you will, for not sending out timely 

jeopardy notices. Eut they run the risk if maybe, 

in fact, they don't get all the work done and there 

arc some missed appointments. 

So it's kind of problematic for the 

company in this area, but we had just so few 

jeopardy notices that we actually encountered during 

the course of our test, there weren't very many of 

them, and so just the small sample size said, you 

know, we kind of can't really figure out whether 

these really happened on time or not. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: SO I 

understand - -  

MR. WEEKS: Did I answer your 

quest ion? 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: The failing 

grade that was assigned, it was basically due to a 

want of empirical evidence here, or we just don't 

know so we - -  

MR. WEEKS: It was partly the small 

sa in l j l f t  size and partly the fact that if you anal>-ze 

the sample that we got with this dual-tell 

statistical test, you got conflicting results. One 

of the tests says you passed, one says you failed. 
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And so, you know, we're going like this, 

you how. Arid we agreed ahead of time if we ever 

got into this situation in the test, we would ask 

the TAG to resolve it. If t.he TAG couldn't resolve 

it, then the steering committee could resolve it. 



If the steering committee couldn't resolve it, the 

executive committee would resolve it. So there was 

this pre-planned escalation process for breaking 

Lhese kinds of ties, jmparity-type measures where 

the results were inconclusive in the dual-tell test. 

So there was a decision taken by the 

steering committee to give us a fail and that's 

where it resides. 

There were three unable to determines in 

Test 1 2 ,  and two of them, again, related to the 

jeopardy notice issue. And these are cases where we 

just flat didn't get enough information. So where 

the not satisfieds came from the timeliness of them, 

the two unables are - -  that are related to jeopardy 

nocices came from sort of the absence of not 

getting. So one is did you get it, yes or no, and 

that was an unable because we didn't have enough 

data. And the other was, on the ones you got, did 

you get them on a timely basis. So it's - -  they are 

both related to jeopardies but one is did you get it 
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or not get it. And if you did get it, did you get 

lt on time. So the not satisfieds were did you get  

it on time, and the two unables - -  two of the three 

unables were did you get it at all. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: In your 

opinion, Mike, are these the type of problems in 

your opinion as the CLEC, are these the kind of 

problems that could be managed or fixeci in the event 

c h a t  a problem does exist? Then once you get the 

evidence there is a problem somehow getting that - -  



is this a kind 01 problem that can be fixed, one, 

and, two, if you know, is this a PIC that's galng to 

sequlre that - - will result I n  a penalty papent if 

a le- el performs - -  

MP.. WEEKS: I 'm not prepaired to 

comment on the P I D  because I have not fo~llowed that 

closely and there are others in this room who are 

much better able to answer that question better than 

I. 

But certainly - -  and I've tried to give 

you a hand earlier in my previous comment:s about 

sort of the catch 22 Qwest finds itself in here, So 

the answer is can you fix this problem, yes. The 

conservative things to do is just send out jeopardy 

notices if there is any doubt, and, therefore, 

18 

people are getting jeopardy notices and they can get 

it therefore on time. 

Then Qwest might be in a situation where 

ir actually has the capacity to get the work done 

and sort of sends you a notice that it didn't need 

to send you. That would be the fix quote, unquote 

that would result in CLECs being notified of rhe 

potential at least for the appointment not being 

met. 

But it might also cause a lot of aches in 

the CLEC community because they are getting these 

notifiers and the worlc, in fact, happens on tlme. 

So it's a troublesome area to decide from 

a policy perspective how to deal with this if you're 



an ILEC because you want to fulflll all the orAers 

that you possibly can, but you also haive some 

obligation to give people a head's up ~f you can't. 

So it's not easy on either side a£ this fence. 

Clearly if you're a CLEC and you have a 

customer out there and your wholesaler IS not gixWing 

you - -  meeting their appointments, that can create a 

customer at will rather quickly for y c ~ u .  So I thl11.E: 

this is something that probably, you know, you guys 

need to watch and the parties need to watch to 

understand how to come down on this isisue of, you 
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know, which is the lesser of the two svils. 

The other unable to determine in this area 

had to do with a particular observation that we put 

in place. It's - -  the criterion is 12-11-4, and it 

has to do with measuring performance results for 

pre-order and ordar. 

And there was an observariani our ,  number 

3110, 3110, where we raise certain issues and Qwest 

chose not to do a retest on this. And so as a 

result we couldn'c develop enough evidence to 

understand conclusively whether the problem had been 

resolved, had not been resolved, was f ixed  or no t .  

So this was one of those wilere we lust d~dn't ha-++e 

enough facts in order to form an opinion after 

having previously raised some potentla1 Issues, 

MR. POST: Mr. Weeks, did Qwest y r v a  

you a reason as to why they wouldn't retest? 

MR. WEEKS: All Qwest's reasoning, : f  

you will, is documented in their respmses  ta thst. 



20 That's the only knowledge I really have that's 

21 publicly available to us. I don't have any insight 

22 beyond what Qwest has formally communicated to us. 

23 We haven't had any sidebar conversations or awthizg 

24 where I understand intent, for example. 50 I would 

25 point you to in ail these observations and 
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exceptions whether it's been a closed/unresolved or 

closed/inconclusive to both the comment section in 

our report for that particular test criterion and/or 

back to the web site where the traffic back and 

forth on the observations and exceptions is. .And 

that's probably as good in for ma ti or^ you're goinq to 

yet unless you ask Qwest to explain to you a lictle 

more fully why they did what they did. I know what 

they did, I know less about why they aid what they 

did. 

MR. POST: I understand. Thank you. 

MR. WEEKS: There are eleven 

diagnostic measures in Test 12. I wuu1.d encourage 

you to just peruse through those and Zook at the 

level of service delivered by Qwest, and, you know, 

sort of compare and contrast that to the information 

that gets reported to you on a monthly basis for 

these performance indicators so that you can 

determine for yourself whether a level ot senrice 

delivered to the P-CLEC in the test is comparable 

with the level of service delivered to real C t E C s  

every day day in and day out. 

~ n d  also look at the absolute values of 



those diagnostic measures to see if tlhey fit i . . r l t t :  

what you think you're comfortable w l t l h  bezaust. 
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that's - -  the beauty is in the eye of the h e h d d e r  

kind of t5ing. 

These are criteria where in other  

OSS tests we probably would have gli7t;ln a s a t ~ s f ~ e d  

or a non-satisfied or something like that' Because 

of agreement by the TAG before the st~srt af r i l e  test 

that these would be diagnostic only, we only 

presented information. So please don't r n i s i n t e r p ~ e t  

my comments as saying these are necessarily pr'clslen~ 

areas, I'm not saying that. I'm sayit~g I thtnic you 

should look at the ones that are labeled as  

diagnostic, and just because we have not gone 

through the same sort of testing rigor cn those that 

we have on the other ones that have ;~>t.ten a sat ar 

a not sat or an unable, sa you might van t  to look a t  

that and decide if you Like whar you see. 

That's kind o f  it for T e s t  1 2 .  T h e r c  

were, you know, a lot of satisfied criteria 

obviously, over 50 in this test. So ~t was a brn  

test, it was a long test, it was ~ n + ~ o i v c d ,  Tklr~rc 

was a lot of work in this tesc in tern13 or 

observations and exceptzons and f i x i n g  problems and 

issues and so on, and so it's a fairly lengthy or 

meaty section of the reporr. And I think in geocral 

it gets a lot of attention fro= CSECs and orhers 
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1 because this is their prlrnary interface on a da-; t :zi  

2 day up baszs. 



Any questions on Section 12? I won't 

cover all these at the same level that I have. I 

just wanted to make sure I covered that one off 

because it's a fairly important one. 

COMMISSIONER BOYLE: SI:, what you're 

saying is you didn't give an insight as to why 

something failed, you just said it failed or passed? 

MR. WEEKS: Yeah. The style of these 

tests is what we call sort of black box test. We 

sit on the outside much like a CLEC would and we do 

the activities that a CLEC would normally do. We 

send in a pre-order, we send in an order. All we 

know is it worked or didn't work based on what we 

expected to happen based on Qwestrs public available 

documentation. 

So they said if you fill out the order 

this way, this is what you'll get, so we did that. 

It's like wallcing up to Burger King and I want a 

number seven, you know. And so we get a sack of 

stuff back and we look at it. You know, did they 

fill my order right. You know, do I get the 

cheeseburger, fries and Coke. Yeah, I got the 

cheeseburger, fries and Coke. It looks  like they 
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did okay. 

If there was some reason that there was 

something wrong inside the sack and we didn't yet 

what we thought we were going to get, all we told 

them through the exception and observation process, 

here's what we did, here's what we got, it's not 



what we expected, what's the deal. 

It was their job to go back and look at 

what - -  you know, were we wrong and so often times 

we did things wrong. You know, w e  misread the 

business rules or we misinterpreted how sonethlag 

was supposed to work. And in those cases we would 

make the corrections just like a regular CLEC would 

and send the order back in and a lot of times it 

would work. 

In the times when it did not work and 

Qwest says, yeah, yoG1re right, it didn't work, 

there was usually two different ways that it cou.td 

be broken. One is the documentation was incorrect, 

and they would fix the documentation and then w e  

would re-execute using the new documentation. Or 

they would say the software was wrong, the systems 

were wrong, the OSSs were wrong, and they would make 

some changes on their side of the fence, and they 

would tell us, okay, we're ready to go again and we 
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would retest. 

we never cared by design what the root 

cause of the probl.em w a s .  It was largely irrelevant 

to us as to what Qwest h a d  to do to fix the problem. 

What we were dri'rlng towards was having 

document,ation and systems an& processes and r i l f t t t i ~ ~ f ~  

and things that all operated the way they were 

specified to operate without gettlny all bogged data; 

into why they were broken or what they actually h a d  

to do to fix them. 

So rhs only real insight that w c  have xnto 



what was wrong or what they did to fix ~t is 

whatever they shared wlth us in their formal wrltten 

responses to us which are available for your 

inspection, and that's all we have. We have no 

other knowledge above and beyond that. 

COblMISSIONER BOYLE: Maybe this puts 

you on the spot. Of all the sections, Section 12 

would you say that's probably the most critical? 

MR. WEEKS: I think there are many of 

these that are very critical. I think there is 

probably a dozen of these that if there was a major 

meltdown in any one of them, you would have problems 

with competition. So I would not overemphasize 12 

even though a lot of people do. You know, when they 
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think about the thing, that's what. they think about 

a lot, but I could point out other ones that yo 

through - -  as we yo through here that, you know, if 

there were major problems in this area, then, you 

know, CLECs would have major problems all day every 

day. 

COMMISSIONER BOYLE: I f  you would it 

would be helpful to the commission as we go through 

it. 

MR. WEEKS: Sure, no problem. 

Test 12.7 was the loop qualification test. 

And what we were trying to do in that test is loop 

qualification is the process that CLECs use to get 

information about loops that they might want to do 

DSL with. You need to know certain engineering 



properties and characteristics becauise there are 

different types of DSL, and different types of DSL 

requires different configurations in the network, in 

the engineering of the network. 

And so this is the ability of a CLEC to 

sort of ask about or test whether or not a loop 

might be qualified for DSL. And this was a test to 

look at whether the way the retail operatian, the 

people that are helping retail customers find out i f .  

they are DSL qualified is functionally equivalent at 
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parity with the way CLECs can do it through tile 

wholesale operation. And the answer is they are 

functionally equivalent. There is no material 

difference, no advantage retail has over wholesale 

in the ability to get loop call information. 

Twelve point eight (L2.8) was the POP 

wh,ich is pre-order information manual order 

processing evaluation. This i s  an 2waluation that :  

looks at whether the electronically-placed orders, 

orders that go in through either graphically or 

through ED1 transactions rather than ones that arc 

faxed in through a manual interface. And there - -  
all of the evaluation criteria were satisfied excepr 

there was one unable to determine on T e s t  12.8, and 

this had to do again with the closed/unresolved on 

observation 3110, and this has tn do with adherence 

to process. 

We developed in 3110 some evidence that 

suggests that n~aybe things don't always work t.hc way 

they are supposed to in this manual ordering process 



and Qwest chose not to do a retest In thls area. So 

that's the one unable in that case. 

Test 13 is order flow through evaluation. 

Flow through is the concept that talks about 

electronically-placed orders that can flow from the 
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wholesale air base where the CLEC presents them a l l  

the way through to the service order process or the 

SOP without human intervention. If that can happen 

sort of untouched by human hands, then what happens 

once it gets to the service order processor is 

internal service orders are written by Qwest. One 

or more of those are written to go do whatever needs 

to get done as a result of the order. 

We all know how human processes are. IF a 

human being touches it, it's more Likely to be wrung 

often times physical.ly than if a cnmputer does i t ,  

A computer can do things wrong all the time. Oace 

you teach it how to do the right things, it will do 

the right things. Human beings even thouyh they can 

be taught to do the right thing don't always do tha  

right things even though they know how. We 

typically see in all the I L E C s  a higher error r a t e  

in orders that are touched by human beings than 

orders that are closed or t-fled orders. 

And this Test 13 whlch is the order Elow 

through evaluation was an attempt to determine 

whether what Qwestls documentation says flows 

through - -  in fact, does flow through, anci whether 

there! are certain characteristics about flow through 



in terms of the performance of flow t l ~ r o u i j t ;  ririirrrs 
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and so on, whether those are within t h e  n a r E L  

This is one of those tests bfhcre ~ n i - :  arle 

of the evaiuaticn criteria o u ~  a f  eteve:% was 

satisfied. The other t e x  are all dlagr.cst::, s.:> 

this is - -  in other OSS tests there wo:? ti5 PL.zt;e bct.2 

ten satisf ieds or not satisfieds SI :K:R% 3:~' t n e ? ~  

In this most of the performance measzrnG d r ~ u n d  fit% 

through are diagnostic in nature 60 this i s  

another one where 1 go take a look at tt 3lvcn the 

importance of flow through, make sure ys;;'re 

comfortable with Qwest ' s performance ~ i a t  uiilj.. dux t f r q  

the test but, you know, in the nnrrnal cautse 6:' 

business on the area of flow through because *a 

evaluated very little of t h a t .  

MR. POST: Can ;pair give thc 

commission a feeling as ta why t h e  partlac may h*&v? 

agreed to treat these diagnostic and nar kk8&ve -p:>u 

make that determination? is rhcrr B shert ansa%cr r e  

that question? 

14R. NEEKS. k y a ~ n ,  tkac a&?ca%s t - 2  

intent and I probably weuid be b e t t e r  L ~ L '  n::.  : r ~  

answer that question ]usr bscauzie T w : ~  lci h@ ::-y1:13 

to put words in other peaplets mouths .  

MEi.  PC'S1': Zail y(:ru dr  rcil:",rr.j.- ~o an)' 

source that the commissic-rr if rhcy s3 cte:str e. c ? ~ : l ~ !  

,L . ,I 

get a feel for that? 

MR. PIEEXS: 'i c e r z a ~ n i y  dan'r rcrriit 

off the top of my head whether those pr-acecd~a:qs; 



that led to those decisions were transcribed or :.at. 

I don't recall. I just don't remember. 

So I think probably some sort of 

information or data request either to Qwesr and/ox 

to the other parties to seek their rezoflectlon of 

the reasoning, the intent behind thls wnxild he the 

right thing. 

MR. POST: Okay. Thank y c u .  

MR. WEEKS: Test 14 is another one af 

those sort of big tests that gets a lot o f  attectinn 

in OSS test hearings and so on. 4t; 's  - -  14 is t A e  

provisioning evaluation. 

What we're doing here is looking ac  those 

various aspects of Qwest's internal. methods and 

procedures that they use for doing things like 

coordinating hot cuts and other types,  NDR, 

co-location, you know, major types of provisioning 

activity. And what we're trying tci do h e r e  is 

understand whether those procedures are wall formed 

and whether Qwest follows those procedures o r  n o t L  

And in this case the answer was while we 

had same rocky starts here, we did get to the point 
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"'TJ El where the vast majority o f  the evaluation crit, 

here were satisfied. There a r e  only four that are 

in the not satisfied situation for t h e  Teat i l k .  

I'll draw ycur  attenrion when p u  look at 

the detail of the report that there are .- 1 4 - i - l l :  

which is dark fiber. Dark fiber was one of t h e  

areas in the tesr when we started the test t h a t  uc 



weren't sure we were going to get enough cnmrnercial 

observations. This isn't somethingi pseudo-CLEZ did. 

This is something we watched real C'LEC orders here 

because the pseudo-CLEC was not facilities based at 

all. And so we wrote exception 3010, 3010. 

suggesting that there might be some problems with 

the methods and procedures in this area, and 

unfortunately through just the happenstance of real 

world business events, we weren't ever able to come 

back and see enough commercial observations after we 

wrote the exception to prove or disapprcve r:hetiler 

the. issues that we had raised had gotten resolved or 

not. 

So this was a case where we starred off on 

the right foot, we found a few problems and we j t i s t  

never could get enough real orders to go see if it 

really looks like it works or not. And it was 

nobody's fault, there is just no real world 

customers were placing these things. 

Fourteen, dash, one, aash, fourteen 

(14 - 1- 14) , the same kind of concept, exceptLon 3104, 

This has to do with EELS. And we wrote 310.1 and 

then subsequently we just never could get enough 

commercial observations to figure cut whether the 

problems have been resol-.red or not because there 

wasn't enough business flowing through EELS during 

the course of the test. 

The other two, 14-1.-34 and 14-1-36 are PXD 

problems, performance issues associated w i t h  FID  

OP-4C which is the installation internal. One of 



thern is for business POTS and the other 1s o r -  

UNE-P. 

We had written exception 3096 which i s  

closed/unresolved which is part of the record here, 

and then also exception 3120 which was subsequently 

closed. 

COMMISSIONER L W I S :  Is one of the 

problems there, Mike, how you count the dates? 

MR. WEEKS: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: You're 

counting - -  Qwest was counting days Saturday and the 

others weren't and - -  

MR. WEEKS: And 7:00 at night and all 
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of this. Yeah, that's the conversation that we had 

where the business rules as they are defined 

ultimately needed some revision. Some of Qwestls 

software in the way they were calculating things 

needed some revision, and so we ultimately got happy 

for the automated orders that things are beFrrg 

recorded right and calculated right. There remained 

a question on some of the manually-handled orders 

whether there was some human error again in 

recording dates, and Qwest decided not to reEesr 

that issue because it happened literally tho last 

week of the test. And they elected not to retest 

that manual ability to write down the right app date 

on the thing and that was a decision that they took. 

So the original exception 3120 w e  closed 

satisfactorily and we raised 3109 - -  observation 



3109 and observation 3110. Obszz-vatirrn 3124  r a ~ s c d  

the question of why some orders did no: iiow tkrou$-i 

that we believe should have f luwed through, Et 

turns out they didn't because there were pendl22 

orders in che service order processor w k ~ t k ~  causes 

the orders by definition to fall out. So we gat 

happy with that, that was fine. They shoabd have 

fallen out and they did. We didn't espec? :t but 

it's because we didn't understand that these w e r e  
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pending orders in the senice order processing, 

But 3110 - -  exception 3 L l O  - -  or, excuse 

me, observation 3110 we ultinnately jutit 

closedfunresolved because Qwest chose not to d r  a 

retest, so those were the four nor sats, 

There were five unabfes in Test 1 4 .  Three 

of them had to do with OP - -  F I E  6P-%A w h i c h  i s  + -  

I'll give you the criteria nutr,ber, 14-\-As:: 38, 39. 

We just didn't g e t  cr~origh d a t a  during EZ'tc. 

course of the test. This was delay day r o r t ~ l ~ l s i u n s  

for orders that got delayed. The goad newa r s  %@ 

didn't have that many ordexs delayed- So * ; l \ a t t ~ :  

kind of good news!bad n e w s .  The goad neite ra .&e 

didn't have the business problem thls PID i s  

intended to detect. But as a resu l t  o f  t ha t ,  we  

weren't able to do any calculatisns and mdkc any 

measurements, so that's a goad problem ta have ; 

guess. 

Fourteen-one-fort).-Zhrec : 14 - 1 - 4 3 :  aas 

interval for pendlng orders delayed paar doe Bate,  

OP-15. Again, we didn't have e n o u g h  of Chat of Lho 



test to have good data on that so we lust couldn't 

come up with an answer. 

And 14-1-44 fundamenta.lly says that 

Qwest-produced measures of ordering and pro~isioning 
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performance results are consistent with what we 

tracked on our side. And this is observation 3110 I 

referred to a moment ago with the manual orders that 

didn't get the dates recorded correctly on that. So 

that was unable on that because we wanted - -  we 

would have had to have done a retest in order to 

change the record from not satisfied to something 

else. I say not satisfied, I meant unable. 

There were only two diagnostic FIDs in 1 4  

so you might choose to look at those. They have to 

do with coordinated hot cut intervals and unbundled 

loops and coordinating cuts on time. So those were 

diagnostics. 

Fourteen seven (14-7) is a provisioning 

process parity evaluation. This looks at the basic 

processes that Qwest uses in their wholesale 

operations to do provisioning and compares :hose to 

the similar operations for retail and says are they 

equivalent. Does provisioning happen any better or 

differently for retail. than it does for wholesale. 

And the answer is no because they are fundamentally 

the same processes. It's not two instances of a 

simpler process, it's literally the same process, 

the same people, the same trucks, the same techs 

that are supporting - -  doing things for wholesale 
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and doing things for retail. So it's what in other 

jurisdictions I've heard called pari~y by design. 

Fourteen-eight (13-8) is the - -  all the 

evaluation criteria in that area were satisfied. 

14-8, provisioning coordination process is the 

ability of the wholesale operations to coordinate 

with the CLECs to do coordinated-type provisioning. 

All of those evaluation criteria were satisfied. 

Test 1 5  is the POP volume test. This is 

where we send - -  we do some analysis, try to predict 

what future volumes that are going to go through the 

interfaces are and then run a bunch of transacrions. 

We take what the current volumes are, we estimate 

what we think the high water mark will be at some 

point in the future, and we add transactions on top 

of the real production to bring the total up to what 

we think it might be in the future. And there is a 

normal day, try to simulate what normal goes on; a 

peak day which says it's a really busy day like all 

the students are going back to school, you know, i n  

the fall or something; and then a stress day which 

is not truly a stress day but it's just more peak, 

if you will. 

It's expected that Qwest will pass a 

normal and a peak day. The stress test is just 
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diagnostic, how does this system behave in volumes 

that are very large. For example, peak day is about 

one and-a-half times the normal day and stress is 

about two and-a-half ~imes the normal day. So Qwest 



passed these tests handily. There were just a 

minimal number of problems in this area. In fact, 

they passed this test faster than anybody has in any 

other OSS test that we've been involved in. So che 

volume test was executed rather quickly in the 

overall scheme of things. 

We're sort of moving now out of 

pre-ordering and ordering provisioning tests, you 

know, that I've talked about so fa,r. We're now 

going to start talking maintenance and repair, M&R. 

Not unlike the ordering systems and 

pre-ordering systems that interact between the CLECs 

and wholesale, there are a set of systems that are 

available to CLECs to turn in trouble reports. A 

customer calls, I'm having trouble on my line, I 

don't have a feature I'm supposed to have, I ordered 

call waiting, I don't have call waiting, whatever 

the problem is. 

CLECs then have a variety of techniques 

that they can use to pass this infonnatioc on to 

Qwest so that @west can try to diagnose what the 
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problem is and fix it. CLECs also have under 

certain circumstances responsibilities to help do 

the diagnostics, run certain tests themselves 

especially if they are a facilities-based CLEC prior 

to calling Qwest, but there are several different 

interfaces to do this. 

One is called CEMR and Test 16 is the 

functionality of CEMR. CEMR is kind of a graphical 



user interface, kind of a web based sort of thing 

that you use to turn in trouble reports, check up on 

the status of trouble tickets that have been 

previously - -  trouble reports that have been 

previously turned in and so on. 

And what we are trying to do in the CEMP. 

functional evaluation is fundamentally say does this 

piece of software work and how does it compare to 

the similar software used by the retail operation 

and are they kind of functionally equivalent. And 

Qwest did well on this. 

All but two of the categories - -  criteria 

were satisfied. There was one not satisfied on Test 

16. This was - -  during the volume testing we did do 

a volume test of CEMR. The ability to go in and 

modify a trouble report after it had already been 

processed. It's the only aspect of the volume test 
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where Qwest's performance did not meet the 

standards, the benchmarks that we were looking for. 

The margin to this wasn't substantial. Qwest 

decided to take a closed/unresolved on exception 

3107 and I just say, you know, move forward. We 

think we passed that test well enough and this one 

little thing that doesn't work right WE don't want 

to pursue it any further. So that was exception 

3107 and it was criteria 16-3-5. There was one 

diagnostic PID associated with that and 1'11 let you 

look at that at your leisure. 

Test 17 was the other electronic interface 

f o r  turning in trouble reports, and that's called 



MEDIACC. It's also known as electronic bonding. 

This is where there would be some trouble reporting 

system that the CIIEC has on their own system, on 

their own OSSs that you can hook electronically to 

Qwest's systems through this interface and report 

troubles that way instead of through the GUI. There 

were only eight evaluation criteria there and all 

viere satisfied. 

Test 18 is maintenance and repair, 

end-to-end trouble reporting processing. This is 

looking at Qwestls processes not for turning in 

trouble reports but the actual methods and processes 
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that they have in place behind the scenes, so to 

speak, to actually fix problems once they've been 

t u r n e d  in, 

Of that, ten of the criteria were 

satisfied, there were only two non-sat and one 

unable. The two not sats on 18 - -  the first one is 

18-6-1. It was a closed/unresolved on exception 

3055, 3055. 

Here we would look at the trouble and we 

would look at the codes that a field technician 

codes on the troub1.e report that says here's where 

the problem was and here's what was wrong and here's 

what I did to fix it, in effect, so it's the closed 

out codes. And in not all cases were those codes 

Ehat were being put on by the field techs were 

accurate. And Qwest and KPMG Consulting chose to 

agree to disagree on the significance of whether 



those codes not being 100 percent accurate was a 

problem or not, so they chose not to move forward 

wit11 that. 

And in 18-7-1. this was a case where we had 

purposefully introduced troubles lnto lines and then 

went back after the fact to see whether they had 

been repaired properly or the way we expected them 

ta have been repaired. And when we looked at what 
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had been reported for what the fix was and what they 

had done, it didn't always match the trouble that we 

turned in, and so we came to Qwest on that. Again, 

it was an agree to disagree. They didn't agree that 

we had properly represented the issue and the 

situation and so they chose to take 

closed/unresolved on exception 3058. 

So that was the case of we went and did 

some work, we had expected results, we found 

something different than what we expected, Qwest. 

said, yeah, you're right, it is different than you 

expected but we disagree that it's a problem. 

Eighteen eight (18-8) was the end-to-end 

maintenance and repair process evaluation. All the 

evaluation - - I slcipped over 18-7, I ' m  sorry. I'll 

finish with 18-8. It is the M&R process evaluation. 

It's looking at the process itself. Al.1 the 

evaluation are satisfied there. 

Eighteen seven (18-7) which is the work 

cencer work support process, this is the help desk, 

if you will, for maintenance and repair. If CLEC 

has a question about a maintenance and repair issue, 



 tii is is where they call to try and say I'm not 

getting what I need or I don't understand why I'm 

h a v i n g  a problem. So all those criteria as well. 
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MR. POST: Mr. Weeks, if I may 

interrupt. On 18 did you cover or am I 

misintarpreting something, the unable to determine? 

D l d  1 miss that or is there not one? 

MR. WEEKS: There is an unable to 

dererrnine. I apologize for skipping over that. It 

is 18-6-3 which is close out codes. There is a 

closed!inconclusive on exception 3053 where we just 

di.dnlt have enough result to draw a conclusion one 

way or t h e  other. 

Thank you. That's kind of the M&R world. 

Any otiler questions about M&R? 

MR. POST: Not specifically about 

MLR, but could you, I guess, let the commission know 

waa i t  your understanding that the CLECs and Qwest 

and the testers agreed going in to the test that it 

wac expected or if it was not expected to have some 

of these issues closed/unresolved, essentially that 

yau w o u l d  agree to disagree on some of these issues, 

w a s  that an anticipated going in? 

MR. WEEKS: I don't know if it was 

explicitly documented in a document I can point you 

ta. Certainly as testers we've seen this in every 

jurrsdiction we've tested it so I expected it to 

I'iappen, X don't. know what the expectations of other 
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parties were. 

I t  was always agreed that it was a 

rn~litary-style test which is test until you pass as 

a general principle. It was understood ahead of 

time that there were likely to he at some point near 

the end of the test a set of handholds is the way f 

usually characterize it of issues that might not be 

resolved and that regulators and others would make a 

decision to stop the test even though there were 

issues that were unresolved and take those under 

regulatory advisement and move forward. 

That was certainly the pattern established 

in New York and everywhere else except New Jersey. 

New Jersey is the only OSS test that I'm aware of 

chac went to the commission with all sats in it. 

Every other test has had one or more non-sats and 

one or more problems or issues in it, and in all 

cases that I'm aware of, at least one case where 

there has been an agree to disagree between the 

rester and the ILEC. 

So I think if it wasn't an expectation, lt 

shc.lulc1 have been an expectation if people had been 

paying attention to what else was going on around 

rrhe world. 

.kny other questions in that area? 
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MR. POST: That's it. Thank you. 

MR. WEEKS: The next area that we 

rypically talk about is billing. Test 19 is daily 

usage test. This is what's known as DUE files. 

Thcec are the files that are created by the 



wholesale operation and passed to CLEC that contain 

the equivalent of the call detail records out of the 

r;w;teh. So customers, people make calls, a switch 

is recording that information, the switch has 

forwarded that information on call detail into a 

central location. They figure out who owns that 

circuit and they route that calling information, 

thatcall detail information in the form of a DUF 

f i l e  ro industry standards and pass that to the 

CtiEC. So if the CLEC is doing any kind of 

usage-based billing with their end customer, they 

have the call information they need to do that with. 

We struggled for awhile to get the DUF 

Cusc satisfactorily concluded, but it did ultimately 

work and all the evaluation criteria in that area 

arc  satisfied. 

Test 19.6 is the daily usage feed returns, 

production, distribution process and so on. All the 

evaluation criteria in there were satisfied except 

Ecr two. The two that weren't satisfied 1'11 give 
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you those numbers, it's 19.6-1-17 and dash 19, have 

to do with the process of DUF returns. This is 

where if I got records in my DUF file that didn't 

belong to me or that I didn't recognize or that I 

didn't want, 1 would have some way of returning 

those to the ILECs and I don't need this. 

When we have problems with the DUF files, 

we wrote observations and exceptions. We gave those 

to Qwest as an artifact of the test. We didn't 
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files, replacement files, so don'c cozsiiier t z r s  t 

big issue. 

Test 20 is another one of :hose kind of 

big ones, the DUF and the billing, so 19 and 20 are 

two of good tests sort of in t h e  billing world. It 
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really looks at t h e  bills that a r e  produced chat a r e  

given t o  t h e  CLECs that t h e y  have to pay, and all 

the evaluation criteria are sarisfred in th:s area. 

- .  So this is the accuracy of :he b r l l s  re=-:-:ez ry 
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Sill just is it an accurate bill, yes or no. ~ n d  

Test 20.7 goes behind the scenes and looks at che 

process Qwest has in place to produce those bills 

and said are they well formed. 

All the evaluation criteria here were 

satisfied except for four unables. And the four 

unables are 2 0 . 7 - 1 - 3 ,  4, 5 and 9. And fundamentally 

the issue here is that so much of the billing 

process is automated, it's inside the computers. 

And these test criterion talk about how well formed 

this pxocess is and whether Qwest adheres to their 
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processes. Well, you can't tell what's inside the 

computer. What you can tell is if it doesn't work. 

If I have a bill balancing or a cycle 

bal.ancing type of control that I put - -  think of a 

manufacturing process. I'm manufacturing the bills 

and then I've got a quality assurance process on the 

back end to see if it looks like the checks and the 

bills coming out to see if they are okay. 

Well, if I'm sitting over here looking at 

bills and I get an accurate bill, I can't tell 

whether it was n~anufactured correctly, and, 

therefore, QA had nothing to do, they got the 

afternoon off, and that's why the bills are right. 

Or whether the bill was wrong and the QA process 

found that it was a problem, kicked it back, made 

them fix it and then send it on again. 

So if I get a bad bill, I can prove the @A 

process doesn't work, but if I get a good bill, I 
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So thac's w h y  these are unabled. 

They are unabled because I got concrols 

embedded in systems that I can't prove are wor5r;ng 

even though I can prove they are not working if they 
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are not working, so that's what those four are 

about. 

Test 22 we're now going to move out of 

billing and get into sort of a collection of sort of 

cats and dogs that don't fit nicely into a pile. 

There is the Test 22 which is the CLEC 

network provisioning test. All the evaluation 

criteria were satisfied here except for one. It was 

unable to determine. It was 22-1-10, defined 

processes for NDR implementations are adhered to. 

There just weren't enough NDR going on at the time 

for us to watch Qwest do the process to see if it 

worked right. We're not in the real world, can't 

tell you. 

Twenty-three is another big hitter. It's 

a very passionate issue in Washington, very 

passionate issue with most of the parties. It's 

chanye managzment. I'm sure you guys hear a lot 

about change management. There are eleven criteria 

in the satisfied criteria, seven in the unable to 

determine category. 

And probably the way to tell this story is 

that when we first started this test Qwest had one 



24 change management process in place. It then chose 

2 5  to introduce a new process that's called CMP. The 

18 

old process was CICMP. 

CMP is a radical improvement over the old 

process. That's the good news. The bad news is 

it's not quite soup yet cr aspects are not quite 

soup yet. There are still parts of it that are 

being defined by the parties in a very collaborative 

way, and so a number of these unables were simply 

because either they are still defining how certain 

aspects of change management are going to work, 

therefore, there is nothing for us to inspect, or 

the definitions for how it's going to work in the 

future are recent enough that we haven't been able 

to watch the process go through an entire life cycle 

with a new release of the software. 

So we can read the process, we can say, 

yeah, it looks like a good process description. 

We've seen bits and pieces of it work but we haven't 

been able to watch a brand new release go 311 the 

way through the process to be able to validate that 

all the stuff is really going to work on a 

going-forward basis. 

COPIMISSIONER LAPJDIS: You're 

satisfied that there has been a significant 

improvement in this area? Is it your opinion that 

there is a genuine willingness on the part of Qwest 

4 9 

here to continue that process? Perhaps you're not 



~ h e  one to - -  but based on what you're saying, 

clearly you're saying the result - -  

MR. WEEKS: I'm definitely seeing a 

second process that's much better, more richer than 

the flrst process. I wouldn't be able to speak to 

Qwest's intent to the future for performance, but I 

can certainly describe what we've seen. 

And what we've seen is a significant 

amount of work that's gone in by all parties, not 

just Qwest to - -  trying to make this change 

management process robust, responsive in the CLEC 

community and some of their issues and some of their 

objections to the previous process and so on. I 

definite1.y can see a lot of progress in this area. 

And because the - -  because this process of 

change management is also going to be an 

evolutionary process, it's not going to be static. 

It's not going to be we're going to get it right and 

it will be right forever. It will colltinuously 

change more, but there were certain core aspects of 

it that just weren't quite gelled enough for us to 

hold up our hand and say, yeah, this looks okay or, 

yeah, I've seen this run and it really works, and 

that's why some of these are the unables. 

1 Kind of as you read the report you can 

2 kind of look at the unables and get a feel for why 

3 you couldn't say any more than you did. Usually 

4 what we'll say is if we've seen the definition of 

5 the process and we like what we see we'll say that. 

6 If we haven't seen it operate, we'll also say that 



because there is kind of three aspects to any kind 

of process; that it exists, that it's well formed 

and that we can see some evidence of adherence. And 

unless it gets all three of those, lt doesn't get a 

satisfied. So if it's lacking any one of those 

three, it either gets an unable or a not sat. So 

given its evolution, it's just not quite far enough 

down the road to go across the board and say 

satisfied. 

COMMISSIONER BOYLE: This was one of 

those issues that brought a great deal of 

controversy and, for lack of a better term, hair 

pulling at one of the ROC meetings? 

MR. WEEKS: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER BOYLE: And so this is 

something the commission should pay special 

attention to not in the passive but to ensure that 

the CLECs are being properly informed when anything 

takes place in a timely fashion? 
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MR. WEEKS: Yeah. It's - -  you asked 

me to highlight areas that, you know, can have the 

potential to make a big difference in competition. 

If things are bxoken in this area and interfaces are 

being changed without sufficient notice for CLECs to 

be able to change their respective systems, 

documentation is being changed and correct 

notifications aren't taking place and orders are not 

going through and falling on the floor, you know, 

there can be a problem here. 



There can a l s o  be another problem here 

that some of these get to and that is the whole 

issue of a testlng en-bFironment, stand alone testing 

environment where not only do I need to understand 

what the definitions of the changes are going to be, 

in other words, what's the documentation say so I 

can go change my documentation and I can go change 

my software. I need a good fighting zhance to test 

that thing before it goes into produc:tion so that I 

don't get an out-of-service condition because the 

interface changes tomorrow morning and I haven't had 

a chance to thoroughly test my side of the fence. 

Qwest's side works fine but I haven't had 2 chance 

to test my side of it and test it to make sure it 

works. So it's not just that the specifications are 
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well noticed and put out in advance, it's that once 

that is there and I've got a chance to assimilate 

those changes and make whatever 1 have to make in 

order to change them on my side, I get a thorough 

and adequate chance to test all that stuff before I 

have to do it live with real customers. And that's 

the other aspect. 

COMMISSIOFTEP. BOYLE: So an example of 

that would be - -  there was a controversy earlier 

this year on customers being frozen. 

COMMISSIONER W J D I S :  Local PID 

freeze is one and LNP, local number portability was 

one. 

COMMISSIONER BOYLE: P I D  f r eeze  is 

what I'm talking about. A local freeze of 



customers. Would that be an example of wherein the 

CLEC would have to be notified and understand the 

process? 

MR. WEEKS: Yeah, if Qwest is going 

to change their process. There is two parts of the 

CMP I haven't doved into the details here. There 

are two fundamental change management processes, not 

one. One is over the definition of the systems and 

the documentation related to those. Then there is 

the process in product CMP. This is where I talk 
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about the other processes Qwest has not related to 

software of how to do business with them and what 

products they offer and how those products are 

defined and so on. 

Any of that - -  any of the aspects of m y  

interaction with Qwest because Qwest is my 

supplier - -  if rules about what products are 

offered, how I have to order those products, what 

the det,ails and the features are, what the charges 

are, if any of that stuff changes and I don't know 

it, then the risk is I will for some period of time 

until I figure it out fix it, I will have a problem 

doing business as usual. And that is the - -  

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: You look like a 

clutch to your customer. 

MR. WEEKS: You could look silly to 

your customers and maybe not. Maybe the nature of 

the change is such that I can cover it up with work 

arounds and everything else so it may not be 



2O catast.rophic, but it certainly - -  in the normal 

21 supply chain management you want these things to 

2 work w ~ l l .  You want the suppliers and the customers 

Z 3  to be synchronized very closely with each other and 

2 4  to not have surprises. That's what you're trying to 

7 5  work towards here in this whole change management 
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area, no surprises. 

MR. POST: Mr. Weeks, given what 

you've seen then in the area of change management 

and improvements made by Qwest, do you have an 

opinion as to whether the processes being designed 

by Qwest and being coll.aboratively worked on, does 

that have the chance of succeeding and getting 

success given time to work? 

MR. WEEKS: I think the only things 

that keep that sort of thing from working is intent 

and will of parties. The problems that are being 

solved are not such - -  are not so intellectually 

challenging that they can't be dealt with. The 

problems are soluble. It really gets down to the 

spirit and the will of the organizations that are 

involved in the collaborative process because it's a 

two-way street. There are two sides to the 

conversation. And both need to be heard and both 

need to cooperate and neither io going to get 

LOO percent of what they want evev time. So if 

there is the right set of - -  if there is a right 

environment and the right spirit and the right 

intent and the right will, the problem itself that 

they are trying to salve is very soluble. 



MR. POST: So you haven't uncovered 
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any fatal flaws to their process? 

MR. WEEKS: They would be not 

satisfieds if we said that there was some aspect of 

the process that's in place that is fatally flawed. 

Now, I'm going to point out there is aspects we 

haven't had a chance to fully evaluate, that's the 

unables, so that would be my only caveat to what 1 

just said. 

COMlvlISSIONEK LANDIS: Do you think 

it's important that if this process should break 

down going forward that it's important that this 

commissioner and the state commission he able to 

immediately address the problem and not have to wait 

for a period of time, let's sort it out, we can get 

right to the - -  much like our chairman alluded to in 

the PID freeze and get on it? 

MR. WEEKS: I guess I'm for sort of 

strong regulation, and I think if it becomes evident 

that the parties for whatever reason have ceased to 

cooperate in a manner that's consistent with 

competition in the State of Nebraska that yea have 

an obligation to jump in and do what you can do as 

regulators to see that the parties come back to the 

table and do what needs to be done so that the 

consumers are served. 
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Twenty-four point three ( 2 4 . 3 )  is account 

establishment and management review. This looks at 



the processes Qwest uses to bring a new CLEC online, 

so to speak, to establish an account: team, have them 

understand what products and sewices Qwest offers, 

pick from all of the various flavors and 

combinations and get joint interconnect agreements 

or S caps or whatever they are going to use as their 

formal agreement and then service that on a 

going-forward basis. 

The rest of the test these aie all what we 

call RMI, relationship management. There is CLEC 

forecasting. This is a kind of an oxymoron process. 

CLECs are naturally suspicious about: giving 

competitive information to Qwest or any other ILEC 

that's going to - -  for fear that it will crickle 

over to what's going on in the retai.1 operation and 

now my competitor knows what I'm doi.ng and all that 

sort of stuff. So this is kind of a catch 22. 

Because if Qwest doesn't understand what CLECs are 

planning to do, they can't drill out the right 

network, they can't do the right planning, they 

can't do the right forecast, they can't do the right 

capacltp management, but there is a built In 

suspicion and distrust here that keeps that promn L-ss 
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from working probably the way it would if we had a 

different competitive landscape. 

MR. POST: Mr. Weeks, I apologize. I 

may have missed it but you just covered 2 4 . 4 ;  is 

that correct? 

MR. WEEKS: Twenty-four point three 

(24.3) was account management and 24.4 is CLEC 



f osecast. 

MR. POST: On 24.3 did you co-e-er :he 

unable to determine? 

MR. WEEKS : No, I did not. 

Twenty-four point three, dash, nine ( 2 4 . 3 - 9 1 ,  this 

is - -  the criteria says customer ca1.l~ are returned 

per documented/stated intervals. 

What happened is Qwest's process f o r  

acknowledging and notifying customers of certain 

events changed very, very, very near the end of the 

test, and the intervals and standards that were 

established we didn't have a chance to go back and 

observe them following this process. 

MR. POST: Thank you. 

DR. GRIFFING: Mike, which way did 

they change, did they become more rxgorous? 

MR. WEEKS: I think it's that they 

didn't exist and they established them. That's my 
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recollection subject to check. I could go see if 

the report has any more information on that. 

What was that, 24.3-9. I'll read you t!~e 

words. KPMG Consulting observed deficiencies in che 

Service Management procedures for logging CLEC 

correspondence, and for tracking and resolving CLEC 

issues, and formally raised this as an issue. 

KPMG Consulting also observed Service 

Management personnel lacked the tools and procedures 

to track adherence to the response time interval 

guidelines provided in the internal InfoBuddy 



document, the name of the document. 

So I think in rereading this, this is a 

case of where InfoBuddy described time intemals 

there was not a tracking mechanism built in to track 

compliance with those intervals, and they 

established the tracking mechanism which we didn't 

have a chance to evaluate the operation of. 

DR. GRIFFING: So if you go down to 

the last paragraph on April 5th, 2 0 0 2 ,  that 

established the guidelines? 

MR. WEEKS: Right. But I think there 

were some internal guidelitles that were in 

InfoBuddy, and what they did is externalized those 

intervals, so there is really two aspects to it. 
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Twenty-four point five ( 2 4 . 5 )  is CLEC 

training. This is the type of training programs and 

curricula and the management cf the training process 

and trainers and the like. Those are all satisfied. 

Twenty-four point six ( 2 4 . 6 )  is OSS 

interface development review. This looks at and is 

probably one of the companion areas to change 

management that you want to spend some tlme sort sf 

looking at. It's how Qwest goes about the whole 

process of helping CLECs develop their interfaces 

that interface to the OSSs. 

All but two of the evaluation criteria 

were satisfied here. The two not satisfieds are 

24.6-1-8, and this has to do with whether SATE. 

S - A - T - E ,  the stand alone test environment at QwesC 

has all of the characteristics that we would 



normally expect it to have or not. 

And we raised exceptions 3077 and 3035. 

Q ~ e s t  chose to take a closed/unresolved on those. 

And one of the core lssues here was tk:e fact lihat 

SATE didn't properly emulate production environment 

in the sense that orders didn't flow through. Human 

beings intercepted them and sent back manual FOCs 

rather than having the flow-through process 

simulated. 
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And then 2 4 . 6 - 2 - 9  had to do with the 

absence of a test environment unrelated to 

production for MEDIACC EB-TA. 

MR, POST: 0r1 the 24.6-1-8, the SATE, 

by KPMG issuing a not satisfied, is it KPMG's 

opinion that SATE did not contain a l l  t h e  

prerequisites necessary - -  

MP.. WEEKS: That's correct. And the 

comments in that evaluation criteria will calk about 

the aspects that we felt might be mlssing, as well 

as the exceptions. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: I tell you 

what, I want to break here for about five minutes. 

We've gone for an hour and-a-half. Is five minutes 

enough time for all the parties here? You need a 

break I would think. 

( 3 : 0 0  p.m. - Recess talcen.) 

MR. WEEKS: We had just finished 

discussing 24.6 which was the OSS interface 

development review. The good news is there are only 



four mare tests to talk about. 

Twenty-four point seven [ 2 1 . 7 ) ,  wholesale 

system help desk review. This is the help desk that 

if folks are having trouble interfacing with Qwest's 

OSS electronic systems, they would call this help 
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desk. So it would be questions about ED1 interface 

or something llke that. All the evaluation criteria 

were passed there. 

Twenty-four point eight E24.8)  is the 

interconnect service center support review. This is 

rhe help desk that CLECs call when they have 

questions. For example, a business question about 

how to fill out an order or how to specify certain 

fields in a pre-order inquiry or something like 

this, or I'm having trouble with an order, getting 

an order through, what's the deal. It's the help 

desk for ordering in effect. All those criteria are 

satisfied. 

Twenty-four point nine ( 2 4 . 9 )  is network 

surveillance and outage support. This is the 

management processes around how Qwest manages its 

overall network and how it notices the CLEC 

community and others when there is a major outage 

somewhere in the system. And that's fundamentally 

the same process because the network is common to 

wholesale and retail. What it does for one it 

fundamentally does to the other in tprms of 

surveilling the network, in terms of reporting 

outages and so on. Obviously it's reporting outages 

to itself on the retail side but it has obligations 
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to the CLEC community and the regulators on the 

oucages that affect broader community, and all 

of those criteria were satisfied. 

Last but not least in terms of test report 

sections for KPMG Consulting is 24.10 which is the 

ISC/billing and collection center support review. 

This i s  the test that looks at the help 

desk for billing. So if I have a question - -  a CLEC 

has a question about a bill that they've received 

from the ILEC or something, they would call the 

billing help desk. 

There was one unable in 24.10, and that 

was criteria 24.10-3-4, training of representatives 

is defined and documented. There were changes made 

as a result of some test activities to how this - -  

how reps that help in this billing help desk get 

trained and how that whole process is defined. 

Changes were made again sort of near the 

end of rhe test and there weren't any classes going 

on for the reps for us to observe after the changes 

were made, so we just weren't able to see the 

process work. So we looked at the process, it 

e x i s t s ,  it's well formed now. We just didn't get to 

see it operate. 

COMMISSIONER BOYLE: What are you 
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n~easuring when you test something like explaining 

billing questions? 

MR. WEEKS: Well, if you go through 



and look at the criteria, 1'11 give you - -  I'll just 

give yau a couple of examples of the kind of thing 

that we looked at. For example, criteria 1-1, the 

scope of the responsibilities of the billing support 

center is adequate to address customer inquiries. 

So we're kind of like what kind of issues 

did they field, what kind of questions are they 

prepared to answer. Is that range of questiorls a 

broad enough range of questions that it would map on 

top of what we would believe in our experience would 

be the t-pica1 types of questions that billing help 

desk should answer. 

COMMISSIONER BOYLE: Twenty-four dot 

ten. 

MR. WEEKS: Yeah, I'm in 24.10 

24.10-1-2, for example, is process includes 

procedures to acknowledge and track CLEC requests. 

So is there some kind of - -  some mechanism that 

tracks when CLEC calls and has an issue or a 

question or a problem they want resolved, they have 

a tracking mechanism. They will log it in, follow 

it up, see that somebody gets back co the CLEC and 
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answers their questions, those kinds of things. So 

we're kind of looking at the process and things, 

does it have the characteristics of a process that's 

well formed. is it likely to consistently be able 

to answer questions and make sure things don't fall 

through the crack. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Just answer 

questions, are you also talking about the scope of 



their authority I assume so they can actually effect 

a change or effect - -  say drrect some kind of a 

change? 

MR. WEEKS: In the sense that - -  

there is usually multiple layers of help, if you 

will. There is usua1l.y the first line of defense, 

the people that are answering the phones. They do 

their best to try to answer the question, but they 

can't answer 1 0 0  percent of the questions. Some 

questions involve research, looking into something, 

so, you know, often times they will say, okay, I 

understand what the problem IS, 1'11 log it in, 

somebody will go look at it. So then there has to 

be a tracking mechanism who's looking at it, Glen 

are they supposed to get back to the customer by, 

all of that kind of stuff. 

So it's a variety of things, not just a 
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singl~ thing, and there are layers of support behind 

one another that progressively more complex or 

questloris get escalated to. 

That is the last kind of test report 

sectlon. There is another section of our work that 

I will point you to that isn't sort of quite so 

resuits oriented although it is, and that's Section 

5 which is called the PID report of CLEC and 

commercial observation results. 

And this bears - -  you know, if you need 

something to put you to sleep tonight, go through 

this an2 - -  no, I'm teasing. 



This is a report PID by PID of what rhe 

company's performance was as measured by che 

pseudo-CLEC if we can measure it. And a statement 

as to whether Qwest passed or did not pass ,  passed 

or failed the bench~nark or the standard that was 

established by the collaborative that set PIDs up. 

And we took this information, you know, just the 

scores, so to speak - -  think of it like a test, and 

we factored all of that in to the relevant 

evaluation criteria in Test 12 or Test 14 as 

appropriate to give them the satisfied or not 

satisfied that I've been talking to you about 

earlier. 
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So we might take, you know, 15 passes here 

and that turns into one satisfied over here, but 

it's how to understand what the raw scores were on 

each of the PIDs that was measured during the course 

of the test. 

There is an additional activity that the 

MTP called for us to do which was kind of reconcile 

our data that's set under our numbers to the data 

that's set behind Qwest's numbers. And that 

generated a flurry of exceptions and observations 

very, very, very close to the test like last week on 

Thursday and Friday, just very recently. And that's 

exception 3120 and observations 3109 and 3 1 1 0 .  I've 

already talked about those but you'll see some of 

that in the Section 5 tabies as you go through it. 

And some of those activities were 

triggered by this underlying data analysis that we 



did and sort of looked at transaction by transaction 

what we saw for time stamps to transaction by 

transaction data what Qvlest saw for time stamps. So 

was it up at the average, you know, 2.3 for the 

month and 2.4 for the month, it was comparing 

results to results. It was lookirig at individual 

records for individual orders comparing raw data to 

raw data. We did that in the test as well. And 
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that's all described - -  both the performance results 

and that data PID comparison is described in Section 

5 so it's a fairly important section to look at from 

the perspective of understanding what the company's 

performance was like during the test on PIDs. 

There are also HPC, Hewlett Packard 

Consulting section for this report. No one is here 

today from Hewlett Packard Consulting to talk about 

those, They produced several reports during the 

course of the test that are also a part of this 

record. They talked about their experience in 

initially setting up pseudo-CLEC and all the 

interfaces that's been out there for quite awhile 

now, but that is a part of the record for this test. 

And then during the execution of the tests 

chat w e ' v e  been talking about, there is a Section 

10, a couple of parts in Section 12 and than three 

appendices A, B and C that talk about various 

aspects of HP's experience as the pseudo-CLEC during 

the course of the test that you might want to make 

sure you don't overlook those as well. 



MR. POST: Mr. Weeks, in regard to 

the HP observations and exceptions, do they cover 

areas that: are distinct frc.~m what KPMG covered or do 

they overlap in any regards if you know? 
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MR. WEEKS: Let me talk about the 

process we used and I think it will answer your 

question. Liberty Consulting on the m~trics or 

performance measures, HPC is the pseudo-CLEC and 

KPMG Consulting is both the test administrator and 

there is a couple places where we were the 

pseudo-CLEC in billing instead of HPC but not get 

bogged down in that distinction. 

Fundamentally with respect to things that 

had to do with behaving like a CLEC, those were the 

responsibility of HP. Whatever they saw that they 

considered to be a problem, they run an observation, 

they wrote an exception. And they pursued that by 

testing and retesting, whatever they needed to do to 

get that issued resolved in their mind. 

There are a number of tests here where as 

test administrator we were looking over their 

shoulders and we were adding information that we 

developed through our interviews and all of those 

kinds of things with information that they did. 

So if they said, for example, here axe a 

nllrrlber of observations and exceptions that have to 

do w i t h  manual order processing, we looked at that 

and we said, you know, there is a pattern here. It 

looks like there is a pattern of issues with manual 
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nrder processing. We wrote an exception on manual 

order processing and manual order handling because 

we were monitoring and observing by design what it 

is that they were doing. So we wrote this kind of 

omnibus training kind of observation and excep~ion. 

So - -  su there are aspects of the test 

which they solely were responsible for commenting on 

and which we made no comment whatsoever. Then there 

are aspects of the test where we solely commented on 

it. Arld then there are aspects of the test where 

it's kind of double jeopardy. 

Well, we were watching what they were 

doing and we would point things out that they had 

also pointed out. So you will see in the comments 

section of some of ours we'll refer to particular HP 

observations and exceptions as part of the record 

that we examined when we came up with our satisfied 

or not satisfied. So they are entangled in some 

cases. 

MR. POST: And I realize you didn't 

prepare those observations and exceptions, but have 

you had the opportunity to review them? 

MR. WEEKS: Oh, we've looked at all 

of them, yes. 

MR. POST: Do you have an opinion 
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that you would share with the commission as to 

whether any of their observations and exceptions 

should raise concerns for the commission? 

MR. WEEKS: I think if there were 



~ s s u c s  that were ralsed there that weren't 

sat~sfactori1.y. resol~~ed they found their way into 

cw:- report to the extent that it affected any of the 

o-;eta11 results of the tests. There may be some 

e:cceptions to that that don't immediately come to 

mind. but I think for the most part if it had to do 

wlth Qwestls performance during the course of the 

test and the service it delivered to the 

pseudo-CLEC, you know, problems associated with 

that, that found its way into our report. 

There may have been other problems they 

had with hilling out an interface or something that 

you would be hard pressed to find something in our 

report that talks about that. And it was their 

responsibility to resolve those exceptions and we 

didn't step in the middle of those. 

We didn't do that with Liberty either. If 

Liberty said they were happy with something, we 

didn't second guess. If HPC said they were happy 

with something, we didn't second guess them. 

MR. POST: Thank you, 
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COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Questions? 

DR. GHIFFING: To go through this I 

thrnk there are, depending on how you count, three 

UNE-P lssues that are not classified as jeopardy 

natlces, provisioning intervals and a maintenance 

and repair close out codes. In your opinion is that 

troublesome that one import-ant product has sort of 

throughout its steps three problems? 

MR. WEEKS: Well, I would - -  let me 



* 2:%~c ::E~x:E: 1x1 p d r t s .  The jeopardy notices I ch ink  

; '5' .;;tc4dy calked c , x t e n s ~ - ~ e l - y  about  and I d o n ' t  

*+:,; : f h > + '  t: p ; ' r l ~ j u : f t  insue. 

Ny Irn!,?-c.,ssirn~, and I t h i n k  you could 

* ~ : . i t ~ : * q  * , ~ Z Z E  with Owest i n  Inore d e t a i l  because they  

- b p i  , r ,r;;?:*; are ktct:e~^; n b l e  t o  1:epreoent t h e i r  

: ' i ? ' ~ r !  ~+?r ;  than K am, but i t  woulci be my impress ion 

t:r%z, tine el-cat  3nn uf jeopardy noti.r:es i s n ' t  a 

pt'o;3!kr:t' z%pc.<:~f sc  insue .  I t  I s  n o t  unique t o  UNE-P o r  

r r n n f ~  ur* ~ n y r h i n g  else, So I guens t h e  answer i s  

ni,n. % rrioitlttn'i lump t l?at  i n  a s  a UIVE-P problem o r  

tgnlrc  per st. 

On t h e  - -  on t h e  i s s u e  - -  on t h e  o t h e r  

end orr t:lte? maintenance and r e p a i r ,  t h e  

$6~t1damlrzr1ral. process that's used t o  do r e p a i r  by i t s  

denran daQE not depend upon t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  

7 2 

x 1 In crttier: words, whether :it was a r e s a l e  

; , ~ J : ~ ; I : ~ Y I  R imp or  a W E - P ,  i t  wouldn' t make any 

I : ,  ? .S V T ,  t ' l i t - t G  ~ l r :  how c h e  r e p a i r s  toolc p l a c e  o r  t h e  

-,,$,:: l# l , i ; r~rr.  clnci r e p a i r  p r o c e s s .  So t h e  c l o s e  o u t  

J.-r~nt arc being done by f j e l d  t e c h s  a r e n o  t a 

ri~::ld i . i i~:i o f  pr~oduct  o r  product: i s  no d i r e c t  a s p e c t  

ihAr ;of  i t i encen  t h e  codes ,  and so i t ' s  - -  I would 

::.rj :: 'c ]UG!. a n  accident: i f  t h e r e  happens t o  be 

r-.,:rr p ~ a b l a t n ~ ;  i n  UEJE-P i n  t h a t  a r e a  than  t h e r e  were 

I:: rei,file, 

Thfl k h l r d  i s s u e  I f o r g o t  what you s a i d .  

D R .  CRIFF'IMG : Prc~vis ior i ing i n t e r v a l s  

j:j:i Gelgy.  



M R .  WEEKS: Yes. The provisioning 

.-- , ,~er'i 'aLa, abuolutely those could be product 

relared. That the activities associated depending 

o n  what the nature of the provisioning is, you could 

l lavs  n fundamental difference in the way UNE-P is 

provisioned and resale is provisioned in theory. 

DR. GRIFFING: My question isn't so 

milch is it just WE-??,  is it UNE-P in terms of three 

time:: resale  comes up twice and it's - -  you look at 

sne thing rnaybe it's okay but here's it's boom - -  

here, three things. 

MR. WEEKS: It would not be my 
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trnprcs~ion - -  it would not be my professional 

~ p ~ n i o n  that that - -  that that is a coincidence on a 

pactern. 

MR. POST: With your experierlce in 

chin QSS rest and with others, should this 

cornrnis~ion be concerned about the number of refusals 

by Qwast to conduct retests? 

MR. WEEKS: I think that is going to 

3r unc of the interesting issues that all of the 

i:cm!aisslona have to deal with. And I think you'll 

have to look to the advocacy positions of the 

var ious  parties to get inslde into what - -  what that 

meitnS. 

As a tester I'm indifferent to the 

d i ~ c x s i o n  chat Qwost takes. My job is to go in and 

execute the MTP arid wrlte observations and write 

cxcepelons and do what I'm directed to do. And I'm 

radifierent whether they want to retest or don't 



want to retest. It doesn't change what I do or how 

f do t or how 1 form my opinions. 

I think as an advocate Qwest believes 

obviously that they have a good reason for doing 

what they did or they wouldn't have done it, and 

they probably believe they have some compensating 

other information from commercial experience or 
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samething else that will help briny information to 

the commission's attention that will help ameliorate 

that. That's my supposition, I don't know that for 

a fact. 

My guess is that the other parties will 

look at that and say, you know, it's problematic 

that we never get to finish developing the record in 

this area, and, you know, we'll say that there is a 

reasonable amount of doubt as to whether we know 

what's really going on there or not. And so I 

think, you know, that's what malces it difficult at 

the end of these tests when we have these unresolved 

issues which we've had in every test to try to be 

Salonon like and say which of these issues are 

noise, which ones of these are substantive issues, 

and there is a little bit of smoke so maybe there 

really is fire. Which ones are we going to set 

aside and not worry about. Which ones are we going 

to take under regulatory supervision, we're going to 

pay a lot of attention to and we're going to 

follow-up on it. The test isn't the be-all end-all. 

You know, it's a search through the forest turning 



over rocks trying to find out where the problems 

a r e .  There are always unresolved problems at the 

end of every test. The job of the regulators then 
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i s  to flgure out in my opinion as they do all day 

c v c r y  day as issues get brought to the commission's 

attention, you know, what's in the best interest of 

t h e  consumer& in the state. 

And there is a lot of other information 

you need to bring in that I don't have to decide 

whcrhcr something is really a problem or not. I'll 

give you an example from another jurisdiction. 

There was a problem with a particular type of 

product that, you know, you look at that and you 

w ~ u l d  say, well, gee, that's kind of a serious 

problem, The fact of the matter was given pricing 

nobody in their right mind would ever sell that 

product. So given the total scheme of things, it 

was theoretically a problem, but as a practical 

nlacter ~t was no problem at all because the pricing 

was such that nobody would ever sell it. 

MR. POST: In comparison to your 

rcsporisibility in other OSS testing, is the number 

of refusals in this Qwest test higher, lower, about 

the same? 

MR. WEEKS: It's much higher. 

MR. POST: Can you elaborate as to 

h ~ w  ntuch higher? 

MR. WEEKS: I wouldn't have a 
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percentage but it's definitely larger, noticeably 



larger. 

MR. POST: Thls is more of a specific 

-~cst:lon in regard to - -  it's 24.6-1-8. You 

~:reut ior lcd SATE and how in KPMG1s opinion they dld 

ast have the prerequisite aspects to have that all 

r:ol-k as T understood your response. Is that a fatal 

f a i l u r e  in KPMG' s opinion? 

MR. WEEKS: Well, let's talk about 

what the characteristics of a good test environment 

are and S. tliink that will help answer your question. 

What you would like to have if you have 

y a u r  druthers is an isolated test environment so 

t h a t  you can test things without disrupting 

production and set up test accounts instead of live 

aci::aunts. That you can move forward in an orderly 

fashion so that you can keep your production 

inearface up over here and have your test 

environment up over here and have them to be able to 

cycle independently of one another and operate 

~ndependently of one another. So that's - -  that's a 

furrdamentiil preference, if you will, to testing that 

has exssted in information technology at least since 

1974 when T started doing IT. So, you know, 1t1s a 

good sound principle. 
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Plow, does that mean if you don' t have 

that-., that you can't get meaningful testing done. 

The answer is no, it's just higher risk, higher 

cort ,  higher everything else. And so, you know, can 

y ~ u  test in production and do it meaningful, yes, 



you can, it's just not as desirable. Is it a fatal 

flaw, no, it's not a fatal flaw but it certainly is 

desirable . 

The next aspect of that is, okay, if I 

have a test environment even if it's a stand alone 

test cnvlronment, how important is it that that test 

environment mirror the production einvironment that 

i . z t s  supposed to be an example of. The answer is 

rhe closer the better because what T 1 m  really trying 

to do is drive the thing around the block, and I 

would rather have the real piece of software I'm 

going to use in all of its glory than have a 

simulator strapped into certain pieces of it that 

don't let me really understand if it really 

functions the way I want it to or not. Because I 

stally want to drive the car I'm going to buy, not 

one that's simulated in some way, shape or form or 

parts. 

So your strong preference is to have the 

test environment be stand alone and to have it be a 
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mirror image of production so it behaves exactly the 

way during test that it will behave during 

production and you get no surprises. 

Now, if it's not that way, is it a fatal 

flaw? Not necessarily as long as those aspects of 

the test environment that are there and are 

functional give you a goad enough dry run and you're 

willing to live with the risk of the things you 

haven't yet tested, and you won't get to test until 

you get to the production environment. So it's a 



risk mitigation issue. 

I can mitigate my risk if I have a fully 

acand alone test environment, and I can mitigate my 

risk if it is a mirror image of production. If I 

fall ahort of that, I increase risk and risks work 

a:it both ways reg;liarly. Sometimes the risk didn't 

p a n  out, everything is fine, you're off and running. 

Other times you took some risk, you lose, you're out 

af service, you're dysfunctional for awhile, you 

know, whatever the problems are. You can't predict 

which way it's going to be operating order. You 

just don't know. 

So being a software engineer for a long 

time, I don't like risk. I try to drive risks out 

of projects, but in the real world you always have 
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tn take risk, you never get it perfect. 

MR.  POST: So as a software engineer 

Qwest could in your opinion make improvements to 

c h i s  to drive those risks away? 

MR. WEEKS: To drive the risk to the 

minimum it is feasible technologically to do, it's 

simply a matter of money and time. 

MR. POST: Are there any test results 

t h a r  1 guess would in your opinion cause Qwest to 

f a i l  Che OSS test? 

MR. WEEKS: You mean are there any of 

t h e  not satisfied3 that they failed the entire test? 

MR. POST: In your testing results is 

there anything, yes, that would cause you or in the 



rcvert5e question, do you believe that Qwest has 

~atisficd the requirements of the OSS test as 

estak~liohed by the ROC group? 

IrlR. WEEKS: I think ()west has 

fuLfllled its obligation to subject itself to 

testing. 1 think it has made a good faith effort at 

trying to f i x  the problems that were identified 

durlny the course of the test. I think there are 

same 0% the areas that were not satisfied, unables 

or diagnostic that need to he looked at carefully in 

the averal.1 context of what else is going on, 
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because as T said before the test isn't be-all 

etid-all. It isn't the sole fact-finding mechanism. 

Orher facts have to be put in evidence before you 

can say that the record that's being brought forth 

Buggests that Qwest get 271 relief or not. I think 

i r  should never be the sole purpose of a test to 

say, you lmow, you pass or fail and you get in or 

you don't solely based upon the test itself. I 

think the test is designed to uncover what works and 

what doesn't work, and I think it's up to the 

regulators to figure out for the things that don't 

work what the remediation plan would be to fix those 

rhings and to move forward. 

The standard in the test was never 

pcrfeccion. We never held Qw2st to any standard of 

perfection in any area, and I wouldn't do so if I 

were trying to summarize the whole thing and say, 

well, because  it'^ not perfect, you know, it's an 

issue. 



I t h i n k  you guys have t o  d e c i d e  whether 

t h e  i s s u e s  t h a t  a r e n ' t  i n  t h e  s a t i s f i e d  ca tegory  

p r e s e n t  a problem i n  t h e  S t a t e  of Nebraska, because 

t h e y  m ~ g h t  p r e s e n t  a problem i n  t h e  S t a t e  of 

Nebraska and n o t  p r e s e n t  a problem i n  t h e  S t a t e  of 

lowa depending on what e l s e  i s  going o n .  I j u s t  - -  
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I: d o n ' t  have enough f a c t s  t o  answer your q u e s t i o n .  

MR. POST: You mentiorled remediat ion 

q l a n s .  L a s t  q u e s t i o n  I t h i n k .  

I n  your  op in ion  do you t h i n k  t h o s e  

remedia t ion  p l a n s  need t o  be i n  p l a c e  and 

demonstra ted a s  worlring p r i o r  t o  Qwest going t o  t h e  

FCC wi th  t h e  OSS r e s u l t s ?  

MR. WEEKS: I ' l l  g e t  back t o  r i s k .  

You know, i f  you look a t  t h e  record  of w h a t ' s  been 

done i,n o t h e r  j u r i s d i c t i o n s ,  s u r e l y  t h e  N e w  York 

colnrnission took some r i s k  when i t  endorsed B e l l  

A t l a n t i c ' s  a p p l i c a t i o n  i n  N e w  York b e f o r e  t h e  FCC.  

COMMISSIONER BOYLE: D i d n ' t  it f a i l ?  

MR. WEEKS: No. 

COMMISSIONER BOYLE: A f t e r  t h e y  gave 

zhe:n appro3 ,~a l ,  d i d n ' t  AT&T have a problem wi th  - -  

MR. WEEKS: There was one month - -  i t  

u n s  three months where someone changed a p i e c e  of 

software that d i d n ' t  work and 10,000 o r d e r s  f e i l  on 

tbe f l oo r ,  and then  they  f i x e d  t h e  so f tware  and i t ' s  

been w a r k i n q  ever  s i n c e .  

COMM1SSIC)NER BOYLE: A f t e r  t h e y  went 

t;C ~ ~ t l r t ?  



MR. WEEKS; Well, whacever che 

cause - -  proximate cause of the fix was, ~t got 
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fixed and it's now working. It's been worklng 

successfully for a couple years. 

COMMISSIONER BOYLE: It goes back to 

the lctent of botn parties to solve their problems. 

MR. WEEKS: I would agree with that 

assessment. 

DR. GRIFFING: I've heard you say 

that if KPMG had established the test on its own 

there are some things they wouldn't have concluded 

in the test, certain - -  

MR. WEEKS: I don't remember saying 

that but I probably did at some point. 

DR. GRIFFING: Well, I think in Sante 

Fe actually. Are there any among the not satisfieds 

or the unable to determines that if you were setting 

up the test you wouldn't include in a test? 

MR. WEEKS: Would I have not have 

tested that area; is that the question you're asking 

me ? 

DR. GRIFFING: Yeah. 

MR. WEEKS: I don't think there is 

any area of the test on a broad sweeping total test 

basis like Section 13 or Section 14 that I would 

totally eliminate from the test. I think there are  

some areas of the test that it's good to take a look 
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at them, but after you loolr at them you kind of go 

what did I find. Like forecasting is one of them. 



CLEC forecasting I've always thought was kind of a 

silly test because it's just - -  it's not a business 

process that's designed to succeed because of the 

nature of the competitive environment. So that's a 

waste of everybody's energy as far as I'm concerned. 

But as I - -  you know, as I look through 

here where the not sats and the unables are, I 

wouldn't get rid of the POP test and I wouldn't get 

rid of the provisioning test. 

DR. GRIFFING: How about particular 

items, particular not satisfieds or unables? 

MR. WEEKS: We talked about the 

jeopardy thing. Again, I don't think I would get 

rid of that, I just don't think I would get all 

fussy about the fact that it's in the state that 

it's in. 

You don't know ahead of time on some of 

the more esoteric products, the EELS, you know, what 

are you going to do. That's one of t.he things where 

you have to set the test up to go do it. But i E  ~t 

doesn't happen, you don't get all fussy about it. 

The EB-TA stuff even though that wound up 

working, there aren't too many comrnercla? users of 
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electronic bonding for trouble administration. 

That's an area that I think probably can be - -  the 

standards - -  the interface standards there aren't 

put out by Qwest, they are put out by industry. And 

the technology behind that is so arcane. There is 

about ten people in the whole world who even know 



how to do it. I think that it's probably an area 

that if there were problems in that area I wouldn'z 

worry too much about it because there is on!y going 

to be a handful or less of users and they are going 

. ,.. to sit down one on one and work through that ;- ~t 

doesn't work correct. 

I think there is some of the process test 

stuff that, you know, it's good to go look at it 

just to look and see if it looks like they are a 

mature organization and it's well formed, but I 

don't think there is a lot of stuff in there. And 

they got mostly satisfieds on all that stuff any-iay 

eventually. We had a lot of observations and 

exceptions in those areas and we cleaned some things 

up so they are not in a state that you describe, but 

initially they were in some cases. 

But as we've seen with manual processes of 

any type, they are veri prone to error and so the 

more - -  the more you can automate, especially in the 
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orderlng flow through stuff, the better off everyone 

1 s .  Ir costs Qwest less money if stuff flows 

through because they don't have to have a lot of 

people to manually handle those orders. So getting 

flow through working initially is expensive to do 

all the programming and the software, but once it's 

in, you know, it's a lot more reliable once itcs 

been made to work. 

That's an area in evexy test that you 

always want to take a good hard look at, flow 

through manual order handling. It's just 



problematic of any industry. This isn't a Qwest 

issue, this is a n  industry issue. 

DR. GRIFFING: One more question. 

Take advantage of you while you're still working. 

I've heard you also say you think there 

should be fewer parity issues and more benchmark 

issues. Briefly how do you move toward that 

direction, how do you identify what should become - -  

MR. WEEKS: Let me explain my 

comments. Buster has the benefit of hearing some 

statements I've made before that mayhe you guys 

haven't heard. 

The problem with parity measures is that 

they are a double-edged sword. And I'll give you 
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some examples from another region. Parity standard 

pre-order response time and the retail performance 

was 1.5 seconds, the wholesale performance was 2 

seconds. That's statistically a significant 

difference. That's a technical pass. 

Two seconds is absolutely outstanding from 

a run my business all day every day perspective, and 

that technical failure makes no sense whatsoever. 

You can go the other way, same test, 

different measure, and we had a response time where 

it was parity, and in both cases it was like 24 

and-a-half, 25 seconds. So the technical pass 25 

seconds is terrible, absolutely obscene, double what 

it ought to be. Technical pass. 

I think if you look at the industry in 



general, and you look at service level agreements 

that get negotiated, people negotiate discreet, 

finite levels of service, 99 percenc availability, 

this and that. They are looking for predictable 

absolute measures of performance that they can build 

their business around. And that's why I like 

benchmarks better than I like parity. 

The counter argument if you look at it 

just from a competitive standpoint is, well, you 

know, wholesale is not any worse than retail 

business, but retail customers may be getting 

terrible service too, and I just don't like that 

whole idea, it just rubs me the wrong way, I would 

rather - -  if I were God making these rules, I would 

rather try to get absolute standards that give the 

CLECs a chance to have high quality, good customer 

service. Make that as an incentive to improve the 

retail performance if that's what results from it, 

but come up with numbers that make business sense 

for the C L E C s  so that they can go steal customers 

away. 

If I'm going to get terrible service from 

Qwest and terrible service from AT&T, what's my 

incentive to change to AT&T? 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Would you see 

that or envision that as part of an ongoing review 

process of probably QPAP if nothing else? 

MR. WEEKS: It's %ore PTD definitions 

than QPAP I think. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: You see that as 



part of a n  ongolng - -  much llke your test, 1t 

doesn't end today. 

MR. WEEKS: Rlght, exaczly. The 

comnlssian is committed to at least t w ; c e  a year 

goin2 In a n d  re-,-iewing the PIns and subjectzi-ig then 
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to resrlsion. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Your druthers 

is the standards should be benchmark as opposed to 

parity when we can make that choice? 

MR. WEEKS: That's just my impression 

as - -  

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: You're the - -  

MR. WEEKS: I'm not an expert here. 

This is one person's opinion. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Buster, 

Dr. Grif f ing, anything else? 

DR. GRIFFING: NO. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: I have a 

question for you, Mr. Weeks, kind of along the same 

l l n e  as Chris. 

Your opinion after going through this 

test, do you think that Qwest - -  OSS systems now 

both electronic and manual, all of them as a whore 

provide a level fair playing field for CLECs in 

Nebraska? If you don't think it's a farr question, 

tell me, but I'm not. an expert here. 

MR. WEEKS: I think if you look a i  

the record of the test, the record of the ces: would 

suggest that for the most part, and there arc 



exceptions and they are noted in the report, CLECS 
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can get the pre-ordering lnformatlon they need, they 

can get their orders processed, they can get stuff 

provisioned, they can turn in trouble reports, they 

can get DUF files, they can get bills and most of 

the time that works pretty well. 

As you move away from the mainstream 

things that get ordered all day every day into the 

things that get ordered less frequently, naturally 

the quality drops off. I think as you move away 

from the automated systems, the lights out sort of 

stuff into human beings need to get involved to do 

something, quality drops off, that's understandable. 

And I think that just from the OSS 

perspective, and I'm not looliing at all the other 

aspects of relationship management and change 

management and release management and all those 

other things, I'm looking at the OSS1s themselves, 

can I get - -  iE I've got a clistomer, can I get: them 

up and online as a CLEC. Probably the answer is yes 

and I'll probably get it right more times than nct. 

And the issue will be probably - -  and I don't know 

what it's like i r l  Nebraska, that's why 1 was making 

some of the comments I made earlier, but I don't 

know what pricing is like in Nebraska so 1 c a n ' t  

tell you if you're - -  lf you do or don't have 
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competition here now, and if you're likely to have 

more or less later. But I can say I think the 

record says that for the most part if you stay in 



the sweet spot, you're going to be able to do 

business most of the time and get what you need, and 

you're going to have to live with an error rate 

that's, you know, in the - -  by the test 5 percent, 

somewhere in that range, maybe to 10 percent on the 

manual stuff error rate. And you have to ask 

yourself the question as regulators is that good 

enough for my consumers. That's kind of what you 

can expect. Now the question is, is that good 

enough. That's the Solomon question, that's not a 

tester's question. You know, what's good enough. 

And it just strikes me that figuring 

out - -  figuring out how to proceed given this record 

and the other record you're going to accumulate is 

really going to be a hard decision to make. I'm not 

going to make it easy for you and tell you what the 

answer is. I don't know what the answer is because 

I don't know all the facts. I don't know what I - -  

yeah, can most of the time - -  if I can live with 

those kind of error rates, can I run a business, 

yeah. It's going to cost me a lot of money but I 

can do it. I mean, any process that has S or 
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10 percent error rate is going to be more expensive 

to operate than a process that has 1 percent or half 

a percent rate. Some of the tolerance levels In 

some of the PIDs are very, very generous in my 

opinion and not as tough as they are in some other 

jurisdictions. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Okay. 



COMMISSIONER BOYLE: And chat's what 

leads to what your qther comment was regarding 

accepting poor service, right? 

MR. WEEKS: Or accepting the service 

at the level it's at. 

COMMISSIONER BOYLE: Which if it's 

not good then you're kind of training the publi: to 

accept this is the best I can get as opposed to 

encouraging parties, companies to do better and 

provide very good service. 

MR. WEEKS: Right. If it were me, I 

would always keep raising the bar up to some point 

where it just becomes cost prohibitive. You can't 

have perfection, the cost is outrageous. Consumers 

wouldn't deal with 200 a month phone bill if that's 

what it took. 

COMMISSIONER BOYLE: It: goes t o  

something else that's always been something I'VE 
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talked about, how much time does t h e  consumer expect 

to spend on the phone trying to get something 

repaired. If there is a hidden cost that has never 

been controlled that consumers are paying because 

they can't get something taken care of properly. 

MR. WEEKS: And that gets back ts the 

point of where do you hold the standard. If you're 

willing ta have 5 percent unhappy customers and you 

multiply that times the number of absolute 

customers, that can be a huge number of unhappy 

people. But, you know, if you look at a procos;, 

5 percent error rate is not all that bad when y2u 



say it out loud. I t ' s  when you translate i t  into 

absolute numbers t h a t  it s t a r t s  t o  d r i v e  everybody 

crazy. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Weli, 

M r .  Weeks, I want to thank you for your hard work 

and effort over the past couple of years and 

designing and conducting and now reporting on =i very 

technical, detailed process out there, systemc and 

processes, and I want to thank you. I anly wish ou8r 

own Dick Palazzolo could have been here today to 

participate. 

MR. WEEKS: I do as well. He's been 

a very important part of our process and I'm aarry 

9 3 

to hear about his loss. 

COPiMISSIONER LANDIS: I think to a 

large extent this is kind of the fruition of several 

years of his efforts, too, so I wu~l ld  l i k e  the 

record to reflect our thanks to both of you f r o m  the 

four commissioners present. So with that then we're 

ad j ourned . 

(Conclusion - 4 : 0 0  p.m.) 

*+  *t C *  td. 



1 C E R T I F I C A T E  

2 S T A T E O F N E B R A S K A  ) 
1 ss 

3 COUNTY OF DOUGLAS 1 

4 I, Mary Lou Dubbelde, Registered 

5 Professional Reporter, General Notaxy Public within 

6 and for the State of Nebraska, do hereby certify 

7 that the foregoing transcript of proceeding was 

8 taken by me in shorthand and thereafter reduced to 

9 typewriting by use o f  Computer-Aided Transcription, 

10 and the foregoing ninety-three (93) pagea cantsin a 

11 full, true and correct transcriptic~n, to the best of 

12 my ability; 

13 That I am not a kin or in any way 

14 associated with any of the parties to said cause of 

15 action, or their counsel, and that I am not 

16 interested in the event thereof. 

17 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hereunto affix my 

10 signature 2nd seal the 31st day of May. 2002. 

M Y  LOU DWBELDE,  CSR-RPR 
GENERAL NOTARY PmLrc 



22 My commission expires: 

2 3 

2 4 

2 5 



Docket No. TCQ1-$85 
Qwes! Corporswp-r 

Exhibits to t he  Verified Comments of Lynn td Notar~annr 8 Judith M SchuYQ 
Exhrb!i LM-C)SS.53 

J-trPg IS ,  2002 

KPMG's Qwest Communications OSS Evaluatian Final Report Errata Docttrnent 







i P R O C E E D I N G S  

L. CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Good morning, 

3 Cverynne. We'll call Docket 02M-260T. We are here 

4 morning for workshops concerning the ROC OSS test 

f and data reconciliation. 

6 We'll begin the morning by taking 

*+ cn:::-xes of, appearance, starting to my left. 

P M r  Crain or Ms. Ciccolo? 

@ MS. CICCOLO: Good morning, 

XU Mr. Chairman, Commissioners. Kris Ciccolo and Andrew 

f l  Crain appearing on behalf of Qwest. Also with us at 

12 counsel table are Mr. Paul McDaniel and Ms. Lynn 

1 9  Notarianni. 

14 MS. DOBERNECK: Megan Doberneck, 

15  Cavad Conmunications company. 

1. 6 MS. TRIBBY: Mary Tribby, AT&T. 

2 '7 MR. DIXON: Thomas Dixon appearing on 

XB behalf of Worldcorn and its regulated subsidiaries. 

1 P CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Any other counsel 

10 i n  the room? 

3 j, MR. ADAMS: Harris Adams appearing on 

-, 7 ,, bebalf of the Colorado Office of Consumer Counsel. 

2 3 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Any counsel on the 

24 bridge? 

2 5 MR. STEESE: Chuck Steese on behalf of 
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Qwcst as weli. 

CHAIRMIiN GiFFOPLD: Last but not least 

you, Ms. Jennings -Fader. 

MS. JENfTINGS-FADER: Thank you, 

Mr. Chairman. Good morning, Commissioners. Mana L. 

Jennings-Fader, Assistant Attorney General, appearing 

on behalf of the Commission. 

CE-RIRMRN GIFFORD : Thank you all. 

I assume you had a successful dress rehearsal of this 

last week in Washington state, so we're hopeful that 

this performance will even be tighter and more 

compact. You're on Eroadway now. 

We are going to begin this morning 

with the presentation from our staff, Mr. Smith and 

Ms. kllstot, and then proceeding according to the 

agenda I believe Ms. Quintana issued to you all early 

last week. 

Mr. Dixon? 

MR. DIXON: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I have 

a very q u l c k  procedural question. 

In vlew of the fact that the 

Commission Intends to deliberate on this case sornet.ime 

this week, I assume there will be no need for S r j e f s ?  

Has to do with my note-talring in this proceeding. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: There will be no 



1 need for briefs. 

2 MR. D I X O N :  Thanlc yo3 . 

3 CHAIRMAN G I F F O R D :  Frny other 

4 preliminary matters before we begin? 

5 MS. D O B E P J E C K :  7 ' m sorr; to 

6 interrupt. I had filed a motion last week seeking 

7 to admit into the record some records requxsltznn 

E response and a bench request response which is still 

Y pending this morning. 

1 0 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Yes. I think we 

11 did get that Thursday. I think we're goins3 to put it 

12 on for the deliberation. 

13 MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you, Your Honor. 

14 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Jcst so e+~eryone 

15 knows, our plan was probably to go late tolntght to 

If accommodate schedules and try and get as much ground 

17 covered today as possible. We'll start again fomorrci< 

18 morning at 8 : 3 0  and we will start Wednesday at 8 : 3 0  

19 as well, knowing that some of the data reconcillatlon 

20 can't be taken up given witness availability. 

2 1 With that, we will turn it over to 

22 you, Mr. Smith. 

2 3 MR. SMITH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

24 Good morning, Commissioners. Thls will be a very 

25 brief presentation by staff, just to give you some 
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1 background in staff's participation in the ROC OSS 

2 test as well as a few comments GII data reconcilisrlon- 

3 In June of 1999, the Colorado 

4 Commission joined other members states i n  the Regional 

5 Oversight Committee in proposing a collahoratlve 

6 region-wide test of then-US West ~ominunications 

7 operations support systems. The proposal established 

8 a process for states and US West on a reqicinal basis 

9 to ensure OSS checklist compliance that was v e r i f i 5 d  

10 by independent party testing. States would nst 

11 relinquish their ability to make independent 

12 determinations of Section 271 filings in each state 

13 and Qwest would not be required to abandon any 

14 state-specific advocacy it might choose to make. 

15 In that letter, the Colorado 

16 Commission stated an express reservation tihat 

17 region-wide OSS testing would not prcjudic~c or 

l a  delay QSS testing in Colorado. Colorado C~o@rn:ssicsr\ 

19 subsequently did joln in the ROC OSS test as & i  f u l  i 

20 participant. 

2 1 During late summer and earl>' Fall oE 

22 1999, staff observed the development of a master t c s t  

23 plan in Arizona. The purpose of a u r  abser-,*ation was 

24 to determine if any of the elements of t f ~ a L  p:'ocer;s 

25 could be used in Colorado. At t h a t  point i~ elme i t  
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6 

L waF still a potential that Colorado would come forward 

2 ~ l c h  an independent standalone Colorado O S S  test. 

-. 
i - It's important to note, I think, 

4 that many of the participants in Arizona subsequently 

5 ~ n t e r g e n e d  in the Colorado investigation. During that 

6 same Clme frame, MTG Consulting was selected to serve 

7 as the project manager for the ROC OSS test on behalf 

a of the ROC. 

9 From December of 1999 through March of 

I0 2 0 0 0 ,  staff participated in ROC meetings to develop a 

11 preliminary master test plan and the test requirements 

12 document. These meetings resulted in issuance of 

1 3  request for proposals that were released on March 9, 

14 2000 ,  far a test administrator, a pseudo competitive 

25 local exchange carrier, and a performance measure 

Jb auditor, Staff then participated in the RFP review 

7 7  and vendor selection meeting that was held in Seattle 

18 in March of 2 0 0 0 .  As a result of that meeting, KPMG 

Z9 consulting was selected as the test administrator, 

20 Hcsi+~lett Packard to serve as a pseudo CLEC,  and Llberty 

3 1  Consulting as a performance measure auditor. The 

X! vendor contracts were executed in July of 2 0 0 0 .  

#f 7 -, - On April 25, 2000 ,  the Commission 

24 issued a procedural order, Decision COO-420, that 

7 "  graz ted  inzerventions in Oocket 971-198T. At that - i 
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time the Cummission directed parties to consider OSS 

testing done in other states and by the ROC 2s part 

of tlre development of an OSS testing proposal for 

Colorado. 

In June of 2000, there was 

anather procedural order that confirmed Colorado's 

participation in the ROC OSS tests and described how 

the Colorado workshop process would relate to and 

interact with the region-wide testing of Qwrst's 

OSS being conducted under the auspices of the ROC. 

Throughout the test development and 

testing process, staff participated as a member of 

the ROC steering committee which was responsible for 

oversight of the test on behalf of the participating 

states and the technical advisory group, the TAG. 

TAG was composed of state Commission staff 

representatives, CLECs, Qwest, industry association, 

and the ROC OSS test vendors. Both the steering 

committee and the TAG met every week, normally by 

conference call, and more frequently as necessar-),. 

Chairman Gifford also served as a member of the ROC 

executive committee which met at least monthly an3 

more often as necessary. 

In January through November of 2 0 0 0 ,  

staff participated in numerous workshops related tc 
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performance measurements and statistics and the 

development of the performance indicator definitions, 

the PIDs, to be used in the test. KPMG Consulting 

xssucd the final ROC master test plan in November of 

2000 ,  and transaction testing commenced on March 1, 

2 0 0 1 .  Staff also participated in the ROC OSS test 

meetings with the Federal Communications Co~nmission 

and the Department of Justice as well as the three 

vendor technical conferences. 

Moving now to brief discussio:n of data 

rtr?conciliation data reconciliation. From Dtecember of 

2 0 0 1  through February of 2002 ,  Liberty Consulting 

issued individual data reconciliation reports for 

3 4  Arizona, Colorado, and Nebraska. 

I S  On February 5th and 14th of 2002 ,  

6 t h e  Hearirig Commissioner held a technical conference 

17 on data reconciliation for Colorado. Subsequently, 

18 during March and April of 2002,  Liberty Consulting 

1 9  Lssued individual data reconciliation reports for 

2 0  Washington and Oregon, and on April 19th they issued 

2 a final report that included findings from Mirlnesota 

2 3  and UEah, as well a.s their overall conclusiorrs. 

2 3 Qwest has filed all of the Liberty 

24 Consulting reports as either exhibits in the Colorado 

15 technical conference held in February or a subsequent 
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1 separate filings in Docket 971-1S8T. 

2 That brings us to today's en banc 

3 Commission workshop, the purpose of which is to 

4 incorporate the results of the ROC OSS test and the 

5 final data reconciliation reports that have been 

6 issued since February Colorado technical workshop. 

We'll be glad to answer any questions 

on behalf of staff. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: It's been a long 

road. 

MR. SMITH: A long and wonderful road, 

y e s .  

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Questions, 

Commissioners? 

COMMISSIONER PAGE: No. 

COMMISSIONER DYER: No. 

CHAIRMAN GLFFORD: Thank you l fnr  that 

presentation. 

With that, we're going to proceed into 

vendor presentations on the OSS test. 

Ms. Quintana, who is going to go 

f i rs t?  

MS. QUINTANA: I believe the vendars 

wanted to do it as a panel, so I belie'~e there would 

be a representative from each of the four vendors at 



? the table, and I believe we were going to begin with 

2 Ljberty. 

* 
9 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: While we're getting 

4 a:rr - -  are you going to need any time to set up? 

5 L F . ~ ' G  take a five-minute break while we set up the 

G pre~entatian . 

(Recess taken. ) 

8 (Exhibit Nos. 1, 2 and 3 were marked 

9 for identification purposes by the court reporter.) 

1 0  CHAIREIAN GIFFORD: We'll go back 

I I  an the record with the - -  if we could have your 

I:? artention, we'll go back on the record. We have the 

13 vendors with us front and center. 

I% Thank you all for being here. We'll 

35 grt to you in a moment. 

16 Just so everyone is on the same page, 

17 we have marked what I guess will be referred to as 

I@ vendor-sponsored exhibits. Exhibit 1 is MTG's power 

19 point, Exhibit 2 is KPMG's power point, and Exhibit 3 

20  i s  Hewlett-Packard's power point, just so everybody is 

2 1  up on that. 

23 As everyone knows, the procedural 

2 3  regularity in this proceeding to date has been 

24 viytually nonexistent. How we're going to proceed 

5 here today and in the next day is with panel of our 
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vendors who will be introducing and swearing in 

as witnesses in a moment. After that, their 

~~.esrntations, there will be opportunities for parties 

tn ask questions of the vendors and we won't be doing 

~t in normal Commission cross-examination style but in 

the collaborative spirit that pervades this entire 

proceeding. The Commission may also have questions 

as well, obviously. 

To help focus parties' questions and 

presentations, frankly, let me just tell you what I 

see uc hoping to be able to accomplish i~ this 

proceeding. I think it's two things. 

First of all, most obviously, we're 

making our  record for the FCC and every party will 

want to get their evidence into that record and be 

persuading one way or the other on the adequacy of 

chat record. 

From my understanding from the trade 

press, Qwest intends to file an application quite soon 

and, as I've said all along, they have the right to do 

that whenever they feel they have an adequate record. 

With that in mind, parties, you are well aware, you're 

making a record in front of us for the FCC. 

The second thing, of course, you re 

doing is influencing our recommendation to the FCC 
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2 w i n -  % , i t  - your advozacy as to whether or not in our opinion 

2 Went meets the requirements of Section 271 and that 

3 i s  a slmilar but slightly different undertaking. 

4 What I'm particularly interested in as 

5 i c  relates to the OSS report for my purposes, counsel, 

5 i a  to understand in particular the import of these 

7 parts of the test that were closed, not satisfied, or 

8 undh lc  to determine, or unresolved, or inconclusive, 

9 the relative weight we should give those results, 

13 their import in the scheme of 271. 1 4 d  like to hear 

I1 if from the vendors or from any party who knows if 

12 ~imilar inconclusive or closed unresolved or not 

i 3  satisfied criteria have come into play in other 

t4 atares4 appl.ications that have already been through 

5 5  t h e  FCC, and i E  those were dispositive one way or the 

I &  ather to the FCC, because that will certain1.y help us 

1 7  In the context of making our decision as we attempt to 

1 3  discern what the FCC wants in this 271 application. 

7 9 To the extent that helps counsel focus 

2 O  their questions and target thelr advocacy to this 

* "  
.,i fnmmiasion, I would offer you that. 

*+ r: 
a,  .% Now 1':l shut up and turn it over 

13 t a  o u r  vendors in this. If you could all introduce 

2 %  yourselves to start with and then 1'11 swear you In. 

2 5 MR. CENTER: I'm Bob Center with MTG. 



I MR. WEEKS: I'm Mike Weeks wit]? 

2 XPMC Consulting, Inc. 

a MR. ANTONUK : John P a t  onuk ~rwi th 

4 Liberty. 

5 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Good morning, 

G gentlemen. If I could swear you in. 

'3 (tiof; Center, Mike Weeks, and John 

E Antvnuk w e r e  sworn. ) 

L9 MR. CENTER: Good morning, Chairman 

30 Gifford, Commissioner Page, and Commissioner Dyer. 

II This morning I will provide a brief overview of how 

22  the ROC project got started, how the effort was 

1 3  organized, and the processes that were used to govern 

14 the test. 

1,s Mr. Bruce Smith previously covered 

16 much of the material that's contained in this power 

2'7 point presentation so I will abbreviate my rl~marks and 

t r y  to make them complementary to Mr. Smith's remarks 

rather than redundant with them. 

If you would turn to page 2. MTG was 

h ~ r r d  by the ROC t o  act as the test manager. The MTG 

team was dedicated to the ROC OSS test and the team 

has  extensive telecom experience as consultant-s to the 

xnduscry and as managers within service provider 

organi~ations. 
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Turn to page 3. The formative steps 

a, , , -h.x,.q .,* . -i+, &A .a r. t h e  R!3C O;.'esr OSS testing project were taken 

; 1~P:::g hP39,  P r i u r  to the ROC test, all OSS tests had 

-t 4-frf-4 i '~~r l ld : , i " tc t i ; f  CTI a state-by-state basis. Experience 

F - -r -.,r rl .-. b<! .h~r  u:-a:=s had shown that OSS testing is a very 

i.3; irc % n d * ? r t a k e n g .  The ROC scates believe that it 

;" *-;;::;el Ur. to evcl -yune ' s  benefit to pursue testing 

i r . . . : b p i . + l r L ~  ,. .., , ,,,., +c.,y rather than on a state-by-state basis. 

4s These thoughts in mind, a regional 

::. 0155 c ~ f i t i r t g  spproacli was suggested hy Commissioner 

:J kok,, W~awa of Montana i r a  March of 1999. A letter of 

-, - ,uqreebrr\c% to pursue regional testing was executed by 

- $ 
, t h e  P3C and Qwest, which was then US West, in 

;t zuafrr~:mbcrr af 199c). MTG was hired as project manager 

l i l  in Occober qf ' 9 9 .  Tho first Technical Advisory 

l1-i Cr:.?up, or  'TiiG, meeting was held on November 4th of 

1933,  nl:d t h e  first collaborative session, the first 

3 , s  k'::rknflri~r 0 1 1  p?: 1r:ciples and scope was held in December 

. s , c  ';>f ;flc+T, 

f .  7ur3 to page 4, please. The ROC Qwest 

ti+.;? *:,is zoriducted in four phases with various 

< ,  
n ,. n::ixtvrc:, of the perfcrrnance measure audit running 

:' a r. :~?a,air.r-r:ntly r h ~ i a u g l i  cl l l  phases . 

I 4 Phase one focused on test planning in 

"; wmtcl: ,rr broad testing frainework was established and 



1 vcndara wrrr selected. 

2 111 Ptiase two, test preparation and 

3 s c t a p  wcrc conducted with vendors on board and focused 

I nn buiieing the test infrastructure and defining 

5 i c s t ang  processes. 

i; Phase three focused on feature 

' funct~an testing, and also the other parts of the 

R praccss  testing continued and were expanded in phase 

a Yhrec. 

* *%& 
A i. Phase four, which concluded on the 

12 29th o f  May,  focused on results, developments, 

:$ ccaaistical analysis, and the final report. 

fl Page 5, please. Early in the project 

:.i orgsrrizatr~nn was sel l  up to oversee the test. The 

ap = ti+t+bn.crlla organization for the testing effort was the 

i t  Regic~na! Oversight Comrriittee consisting of the states 

*r i n  the Q w e ~ t  region, with the exception of Arizona. 

$8 The ROC: executive committee consisting of seven state 

li?, c.~inrnins~oners provlded the executive authority for the 

*, P. . t e ~ t :  3 rd  resol:ved lssue impasse appeals. The steerlng 

7: " - aon1m;t;tee composed of state staff's monitored and 

- P. ;, guided the test 011 a week-by-week basis. The project 

.?3 aib~nz;lit;trator was the Natlonal Regulatory Research 

2 ;  I~:srr,lrure and their responsibility was to ensure 

es c£"cctive cnrnmunication among regularory bodies, 



7 and they also malntalned the ROC Web site. My 

1 s t g a l ' l z a t x o n ,  MTG, provlded the project manager team 

? w : t &  I:cnisr Anderson as the head of our team, and our 

2 rcilc was r o  provide day-to-day testing oversight. 

e. + Turn to page 6. The ROC Technical 

5 h r l v i ~ a r y  Group, known as the TAG, senred as a primary 

cltrlfaborative forum for the testing effort throughout 

&re L tcs t . jng life cycle from pretest planning and 

design to execution and on to the final report. 

The TAG consisted of CLECs, industry 

~icsocia t ions ,  the ROC steering committee, Qwest, and 

t h ~  vendors ,  There's been broad participation by the 

C h E t n  throughout the effort. Early in the effort 

there were 2 0  or more CLECs that participated in some 

f c ~ s k ~ s r n ,  and the CLECs participated in the day-to-day 

ckxccut i~r i  of test activities from initial planning 

~ b s o u q h  providing input to the resolution of 

ab#ervations and exceptions. We had participation 

Er'arn iz ,dustry associations, of course from tlie ROC 

steering committee, and Qwest of course was the 

ncbject of the test and, in addition, provided major 

elements of the test infrastructure such as the test 

bed,  and a l o o  participated in management and conduct 

uf the test on a day-by-day basis. 
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the ROC test was conducted top down with the idea that 

i f  wt: reached consensus on the big items first, the 

rent would follow. Thi.s early planning resulted 

i s  four  key documents which defined the concepts, 

principles, and processes that guided the entire 

ci?s'c.jng e.$fox-t. The first document was 20 

ca3labcra'tivel-y developed guiding principles. From 

c h ~ s c ,  and from previous testing efforts, a master test 

p l a n  was l~uilt, the first version of which was a test 

recluirements document which later evolved into a 

master test plan. Yet another key document described 

t h e  performance measures and the document is actually 

knawn as the performance indicator definitions, or 

PlDs. The important point - -  the important principles 

regarding the PIDs is that they were to be agreed in 

advance and audited before they were applied in the 

test. Additionally, requests for proposals for the 

three vendor roles were defined. The vendor roles as 

required by the ROC were the test administrator, the 

pseudo CLEC, and the performance measure auditor. 

In the winter and spring of the year 

2 0 0 0 ,  five collaborative workshops were conducted 

and specffic workshops focused on each of the three 

lcey documents - -  each of three key documents, the 

principles, the technical requirements definition, and 
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; :Ill? pe!*: r.rx mancr? measures . Additionally, once: vendors 

; 'bSF':p l i : ~ ~ d ,  aciclitional workshops were conducted on the 

-1 :-qnedk . - ,  r tcsit plan and on statistics. 

8 The routine management of the ROC test 

."; 749:: ifi~i-ainpl l$hC 1.argcly through regularly st:heduled 

" >xr& a$l.nerded meetings. The executive committee met 

E 2r7~r3 CB i m n t h ,  t h e  steering committee met weekly, and 

P t;!;s: t he  next four  meetings were conducted weekly 

2 &ntj wrrr: clp(3r't CCI the TAG. There was a specific TAG 

$ 5  r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ! : % r r ~  w h ~ c h  addressed the broadest set of issues 

, - , ; ~-egijl:ct~.ng the test. It was a project manager's 

* s i west. arrg . Otroervat ion and meetings which dealt with 

13 P ~ C  r?pecLTics of what the vendors saw within Qwest's 

1% r,:,gS synrcnm when they performed testing upon the 

' k c  ,,;j'E:tc,c#~n, and then the pseudo CLEC and Qwest account 

Z F ~  m,mac~erl; vneetings . 
11 It's important to note that these four 

S M  tnetitlngn in the middle here were all open and they 

:B ~ r ~ ~ i d e d  the open nature of these meetings, provlded 

:Y j , ]ar  1.4 ea with a broad and deep opportunity to 

3 :  p C ; c t l c i p a ~ e  in the testing process. 

"$ "'. - ". ROC decision-making - -  page 10, 

I ):.lcnst., ROC decision-malcing and impa~se resolution 

2-1 prscpss provided a strong franlework for collaborative 

" &  ,+ . drch~lon making. The great majority of issues were 
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1 resolved collaboratively with only 14 going to 

2 impasse. The implicit threat of the regulatomrs making 

3 decisions on key issues inspired the collaborative 

4 and resolving issues collaboratively rather than 

5 escalating issues to the regulator became a point 

6 of pride within the collaborative - -  among the 

7 collaborative participants. 

8 The ROC issue resolution process 

9 consisted of, first, an attempt, usually successful, 

10 to resolve issues within the collaborative group 

11 itself. If issues couldn't be resolved within the 

12 collaborative, any party could escalate an issue to 

13 the ROC steering committee. Position papers were 

14 wrltten and then the RDC steering committee rendered a 

25 decision, Any party could appeal to the ROC steering 

16 committee decision - -  could appeal the decision to the 

executive committee. 

Page 11, please. 'Throughout the 

project, the TAG has conducted regular briefing 

sessions for state regulatory bodjes, the FCC, the 

DOJ, and in one case national Congressional staff. 

There were two types of these meetings. The ROC OSS 

test was on the agenda at the last five of the ROC 

twice-yearly meetings, and the second t y p e  of meeting, 

the TAG has traveled to Washington, D . C . ,  to brief the 
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1 FCC and/or the DGJ on five occasions, with one more 

2 trip planned next week. 

3 Page 12. Page 12 provides a high 

4 level map of the RQC/Qwest information repository and 

5 also gives the Web address or URL for that repository. 

6 This body of material was put together with two 

7 purposes of mind. One is, it's a ready reference to 

8 most all of the business that was conducted by the 

9 ROC, including, for example, all of the TAG rflinutes 

10 and project manager meeting minutes. Its seclond 

11 purpose was to provide a body of information from 

12 which Qwest could extract material needed for 

13 its filing. 

14 On behalf of MTG and the MTG p~roject 

15 team, I ' d  like to thank the Colorado Commission and 

a6 the other commissions and also all of the vendors and 

17 the other parties to the test which I think was quite 

18 successful due to the profesaionalism and diligence 

19 exhibited by all parties for :. I c ~ g  time. 

2 0 Thank you very much. 

2 1 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Thank you, 

2 2  Mx. Center. 

2 3 Questions? 

2 4 COMMISSIONER PAGE: No questions. 

2 5 COMMISSIONER DYER: No. 
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1 CHAIRMAN GIFFOPJ) : Why don ' t we 

2 proceed to you, Mr. Weeks - -  Mr. Antonub,, then we'll 

3 go to questions from the par-ties. 

4 MR. ANTOEJUK: Thank you, Mr. C:hairman. 

5 I think I should start off hy pairiting 

6 out the most notable fact about my identlty here today 

7 and that is that I'm not Bob Stripe, Bob and I spent 

8 a lot of time, in effect, co-managing the performance 

9 measures audit at its inception anc! we had antlclpated 

10 we would probably continue in that vein, but: with the 

11 creation of the multi-state 271 checklist c t~ r r i~ l i a r~ce  

12 effort, my attention very soon became devoted v e l y  

13 substantially, in fact almost exclusively to t h a r  

14 effort. 

15 From that point, I remain involved 

16 with Bob and making sure we had adequate resources 

17 on the job. I provided general executive off-praject 

18 oversight and review. For all of our projects we make 

19 sure we have a senior person not directly ~nvol i red  as  

20 a soundlng person and to serrc as a QC f u n c t l c m  as 

21 well. 

2 2 I did engage in occasional 

23 consultation with team members from t i m e  ta t l m e  hascd  

24 on matters that I had s'larted and transferred t@ t t t em .  

25 1 engaged in making a variety of status rcpar: 
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presentations to various agencies, several state 

cmnrrti.ssions, the FCC, the IJS Department of Justice, 

and Cangressional staff. 

I can and will do my best to answer 

any questions you have today. I have certain,ly enough 

of  a general knowledge about what we did to make an 

overall presentation and I have with me Di. Paul Aviq, 

our most senior team member. To the extent I: get 

questions I can't answer, Paul and myself will 

cndttavor to get you the best answers today and we will 

make a complete list for Bob Stripe who will be here 

an Wednesday to handle anything we ultimately fail to 

a s s i s t  you with. 

A little bit about Liberty. We were 

founded in 1987 and have been working for 12 years 

fcr public service commissions. We have worked for 

ccmmissions in more than 30 states now, primarily 

enyage in audit work. In the telecommunications 

sector, all of our work has been for public service 

conrmlssions. In the energy and natcral gas practices, 

w a  work both for commissions and service providers. 

Ne have done extensive work under 

Lhe Telecommunications Act as well. We've s e ~ ~ e d  

as arbitrators, we've been expert witnesses in 

arbitrations, in UNE price proceedings, in SGAT 
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provisions, and as I mentioned before, through our 

work in the multi-state effort became fairly deeply 

involved in addressing checklist compliance issues. 

The objectives of the performance 

measure audit fall under one general statement 

which was to determine whether there are reasonable 

aEsurance, that the performance as measured aind 

reported by Qwest was equivalent to the performance 

that Qwest was actually delivering in the areas 

measured. That general objective statement was 

braken down into three related sub parts. 

The first was to validate the ()west 

measurement of performance was being undertaken in 

the manner that was prescribed in the performance 

indicator definitions. 

Second, an audit objective was to 

compare and assess retail and wholesale operations 

processes in those areas that were material to serving 

CLECs, recognizing that in many areas the kind of 

service that Qwest was providing to CLGCs was similar 

to or in some cases almost identical to services that 

it needed to provide to its own operations in serving 

its own end-users. 

Third, an objective of the audit was 

to verify that, where required, comparable wholesale 
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1 and retail processes were, by the nature of their very 

2 design and operations, capable of providing servlce a: 

3 parity, meaning parity between service pro.-rided to 

4 wholes6le customers and to Qwest's own end-users. 

5 The scope of the audit was broad; 

it covered all the performance measures thar were 

included in the performance indicator de~cri~ptions. 

Those include all of the measures that were tested by 

KPMG and HP. It also included a number of measures 

that while important in determining the quality of 

service to be pravided, were not scheduled for testing 

as part of the OSS test process. 

Our approach to the audit was along 

rhree principle iines of inquiry. first, we examined 

15 Qwest's processes for collecting and processing data 

16 in order to determine whether Qwest could and did 

17 appropriately capture process and report performance 

18 information against the standards and measures that 

19 were defined in the P I D .  This line of inquiry 

20 included assessing the adequacy of Qwest's methods, 

21 procedures, and other relevant documentation as they 

22 related. to all material aspects of the perfornance 

23 measurement process. 

2 4 In addition to that process-based 

25 review, we also conducted a second line of inquiry 
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I which consisted of an end-to-end analysis of sample 

2 sets of data in order to verify the complete and 

3 accurate func~ianing of Qwest's data capture, 

4 uecurity, processing analysis, and reporting 

5 processes. 

6 That actually was, to my way of 

7 thinking, akin to the injection of a dye into a 

8 system and looking at whether the dye as injected did 

9 the right thing as it was processed through a l , l  the 

20 functions of the body, and when it came out, it came 

11 out in the right form and in the right way. I think 

12 I probably don't want to go much further with that 

15 analogy at the risk cf becoming too anatomi-cal. 

14 The third line of inquiry. We formed 

15 an independent calculation of performance measures 

16 that was designed to corroborate the adequacy of 

17 Qwest's processes for measuring performance against 

la explicit standards and ineasures in the PID. What this 

19 means is that we used Qwest's own source data which in 

20  nrany cases i.s extensive and of many different types. 

2 2  We recalculated with that base source data on our own 

22 the same measurements that Owest undertook in order to 

23 eonfirrn that we would come up with the same amount. 

24 That obviously was not designed to test che  adequacy 

25 of Qwestls data, that particular part of the audit, 
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; Bi;i: i t .  was 9rslgntzd to show that once the data became 

: p r t  c f  r h c  rncasurement process, it was in fact being 

X uh-ed Corirzct; L;' by Qwest . 

i We beyan our audit work in June of 

:i 11IT9:1.b srrd sir'r suhm~tted our primary report on July 11 of 

6 , Wira: t h a c  rneans is that, while we were never the 

" ?,ICX Jog in QSS tenting, w e  did have the good fortune 

$ f :$r s rpcll to be tho lead dog. The reason was that 

P a l i  of thc measures that were slated for OSS testing 

r:? rl@irdeti ts h ~ v e  passed the audit: before testing could 

I t  
4 begfn, 

-t 'i 
4 ,. Work continued even after the report 

"= I-%r::au$ic rllar first report, as I just hinted at, 

i 3  Ibi~ra8@d OD Che measures that were designed to be 

15 t,e%tad, We continued to work on measures that were 

'$6 nt?c tiubjecr ta  the test but were still included in the 

I V F 3 D ,  Tn addition, work had to continue because some 

:8 t h e  nrisasuxes simply couldn't pass muster at the 

i t *  c ~rna of the ~nirial report. 

23 I n  addition, a number of changes to 

2 trieiteureE were proposed in the course of the audj t, 

X arxd our firape included going back and making sure 

23  !.ha& wftcr the changes to the PIDs, we went back 

;s;!I? e~~idil~:Ced tile riecessary audit activities to, 

cs sz: ef fec r , ,  t e s t  the changes that had been made. 
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I I befieve in several cases there were actually 

1 entirely new PIDs created, some cf which were included 

9 in the audit scope. 

4 We submitted nearly 600 requel;ts for 

3 written information to Qwest and we conducted over 170 

it i n t e r ~ 4 e u s  and work sessions with Qwest employees. 

7 Thnt;e interviews included extensive work in looking at 

Ik how Q W C S ~  personnel functioned in taking measurements, 

9 whnt systems they used. It actually - -  that phase of 

10 cba work included an examination in many cases of the 

I I  i n t e r i o r  of nrany of those systems. 

13 When we began the audit, we solicited 

I 3  fro3 each participating CLEC an indication of any 

1.5 information or area5 of audit concern that they might 

2 %  have, We used that information to tailor the work 

16 plan we had developed, and after that tailoring, we 

L? prepared a final work plan which had the benefit of 

58 that contribution, and then the audit was guided from 

X9 chcreafter by that work plan. 

2 0 In the July 11, 2001, record, we 

2 strrnmarized all of the observations and exceptions 

22 we had issued to date. There were 25 observations 

2 3  and 44 excepti.ons as of that time. As I indicated, 

*.I 2 
*M audit work continued thereafter. We ultimately issued 

2 5  additional numtrers of observations and exceptions as 
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weL3. But the 25 ohservations and 44 exceptions were 

the ones that were addressed in the primary report. 

In each case where there was 

ac observation or an exception, Qwest responded, 

CLECs had an opportunity to comment; as Bob Center 

'J ndi.cated , there were observations and except ion 

rnct?tfngs at which concerns that were not suitable 

Soy presentation in writing could also be raised. 

We took the informat~on provided by 

Ql#imst, we took the information provided by all the 

p a r t i e s  to these observations and exception meetings, 

we took all the written comments and determined 

whether or nut an exception or observation could 

he closed out, meaning that performance had been 

dav~nnairared to he satisfactory or whether Qwest had 

proposed what appeared to be satisfactory methods for 

res8:alving. Ultimately, all of the ohservations and 

cxceptlons were closed out based upon our belief that 

Qwcsc had taken reasonable actions to assure that in 

;ti! L ! I ~  areas of concern steps had been taken to 

assure c h a r  the performance that was being reported 

was equ~valent, to tile performance that was actually 

b c ~ n g  delzuered. 

Liberty reviewed al.1 revisions that 

Qwesr made to its processes, its programming code, 



I b t a  ivathods,  its procedures, and its other documents 

9% fr.ef'esr*~ w n  c:.losed out each of those observations and 

3 ~ : ~ ~ ' & p t - i a n ~ .  He also ensured through independent 

4 r c c i i i s u l o k l u n  of results that Qwest had correctly 

ri 3d;iciaiatrrd ~ t c ;  rnonthly reports before releasing each 

+: Ecaaarc but after the change had been made. 

s We recognized when we did the audit 

R Xb&$ ance the audit activities were completed, methods 

'* o f  rncanur&mnnt could change and thus again raise some 

s mre questions to those addressed in the audit. 

1; Therefore,  we were asked to and provided what we felt 

Y, ?I wan a csrrigxehensive system for assuring that once 

13 *+*alidated, the measures would remain accurate in the 

e * 
* Y  f u t u r e .  

3 d , -. Basically those measures, to summarize 

$6 zbcm ve.ry briefly, included, one, a process for 

Z'T i insuring whenever Qwest made a change to its methods 

% .  f af measurement under any of the PID, that change was 

14 7,tlsiblc 30 that CLECs and the commissions could s. 

/ I/ . 3e t  c~-m~tst. wilc the r  or not any of those changes caused 

?i any mater,ial uncertainty about the continuing ability 

P. -i , c;,f rhe measures to be reported accurately. We also 

3 grapused a series of recurring audits and a system 

_I) ,, , far a s s n r i n g  that those audits, where proper, could be 

25  carrkeci out; on a multi-state basis, recognizing that 
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: * - a n y  : v f  i$-siie% of corlcern ro the commissions would 

: 5." p:tM5 ,Ti-T~r-- >nx> O W C S ~  ' B  1 4  s t a t e s ,  

I* I ,;n;'c pret:ty much the nickel summary 

s if : s;? y r  .l ld?r*man::rr mt-iasu~es. 

i f  I eqriicf, before we go on. 

*+ A?: ; P ~ A ~ E ,  i h r ~ :  iind T wn; .T tqY  to do our best to get 

+ A%C%-F=P :> t ~ :  8 n y  ~ ~ u ~ G L ~ Q I - , ~ ;  tnday, so if it's amenable 

v + ' i ~ ~ i h i : v ~ i t ' r t ) .  ~f t-)llb questions to us could be 

:* ;+-3~5f-:li~.rwrd f 5 s:'r:t, thcr: we I l l  know t h e  full scope of 

: *  * + s e  I I ~ + ' % - C '  df?nbi,ng itlitti and we can get on to whatever 

.I :+c C t ~ t t ~ :  wfi are necessary to respond. 

i r 
i z CIIAIRPLZN (ZIFFURD: I think chat's the 

; F f b i r n i 3  *.$:I i,rike:rrd t o  pucarlt? a f  tar we give Mr. Weeks a 

i cli$krai;t? ki:, nrakrt, t ~ j  s presentation. Then we'll start 

? k i i f i  ' j 0 i I ,  Plr. AnLonilk. 

: c Me ANTONIIK : Thank you. 

i : CI-lAZRMAN GIFFORD: Commissioner Page? 

: 5 C:QMMISSZONER PAGE : Mr. Antonuk, 

:" q,,lk;k l j ~ l i t  ~.:lrnart~.~ng about you included measures that 

+ k f i . t a t i 9  ibwtil!xsrl$~rtd in t he  ROC OSS auditing them. Why 

" wqa : h . # ~ ?  

3 - 
a r M!? , AQTObWK: .I've always seen the PID 

9 i c  : i t rL i jng  iwc ,  purposes. One, I t h i n k  is short term 

4 Bri i l  :~ :at : r t l  2'7L ePt.qr ancl one longer term. 

The o h a r t  terrn purpose was to serve as 



& f.i:;>l;z: ! < l r ~ :  k f \ e  C f ~ ? ~ l t  admittlstrat:.ive design to conduct 

; A BECC qrrd aclhleve rc!sults. That purpose I think 

:-;.rr.rr-a r3;bi3 goes . 

4 The l anyer  term purpose is to make 

"n-tr.i. $.)id: e'rcry rnaterial aspect of Qwest I s performance 

C Y r ,  C;.ECY 15  mranu red ,  whether it was tested or not. 

, *ah* , , ~ 1  s a 1 3 r t > ~ d ~ 1 '  s e t  of measures. 

$1 After The test, the PID will stay 

'3 ilrs;flid rn t.tre ft?r 'm uT Chc PAP, Performance Assurance 

(1 a' . P Tire measurement requirements of the PID form 

; ~ i  th(4 ~ ? P E ; G  for t h e  PAP provision. Whether it was 

2 :  t ea t  pti ar ni3tel if a PIC continues to have validity o r  

$ 1  ~ l t d l 4 ~ ~ ,  1 ~ t ' ~  C A L I  it, because it's included in the 

' f 4  PWP, f-,hai? P'r!al-ein a need to make sure that the way 

;ic r.?z!i.t pi~~rfoerrranre i s  measured because it can have in 

z p  i%:+rscc cdkser: significant corisequence in terms of the 

% -- g":~?mt:.?::rt chat Owest; would be obliged to make to CLECs . 

: J S  COMF?ISSTONER PAGE: Just because it 

7 ' 1  W J ; ? ) : ' ~  Z lsted ;Joetin1t mean that it shouldn't have been 

C:d:;f~- ill!";iddC'd L C  R O I T ~ ~  kind of PID definition to 

I ?  

d w  ~~;.::Lilc!&* l r :  T k 1 ~ 4  performance Assurance? 

% *l M R ,  ANTCNUK: That's correct. You 

,'i A , '  X would gay because it wasn't tested 

, - - dnrs4r.t mekn ~t shouldn't stay around and be included. 

2 5  i'ijr~i.rrrj::::'!y e;tcli s t a t e  is now deciding for itself which 
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- '::$ ?rdii-g~* 4'23s 9 1 ~ 3 ~  l i l  h a v e  what k i n d  of consequence i n  

< ???*" $,,**%- 

:':;W!-I;IySTCSNEI? PAGE: Okay. Thank you.  

g ?:flATRMMI CZFFORI): M r .  Weeks? 

5 M P ,  WEEKS: I t ' s  a p l e a s u r e  t o  he h e r e  

b T s ' . i f s ,  1 :,rpt-crit?nt t h o  ~ ~ 1 3 .  over  100 d i f f e r e n t  KPMG 

" Lk-r2cr::: rnq )l-rz"er$szr;rrrala t h a t  worked on t h i s  t e s t  over  

; $;.+ : 3 b * ~ + ~ 6 .  per$fficI. Some, l i k e  Mr. &-itonuk, of t h e  

'.. i'*-,:*,:z =kc": "r?1:13#? p~t ' f :  of e l la t  team a r e  h e r e  i n  t h e  room 

T :  ' ~ I * ~ F s ~  r-', hrr:p wni3wa.r quer.itions i f  1: c a n ' t  do s o ,  s o  I 

't b # t . r . j l b  i,rr*~t:rkp t f ~ t ?  r,iarna d i v i n e  i n t e r v e r l t i o n  t h a t  t h e y  

? .  
is n ;I i %t 

: * 11; 7 c u t ~ l d  b r i e f l y  d e s c r i b e  t h e  

4 i$t rqrrra:.iP of i?:txltibit: 2 so you know what I s  i n  t h a t  

1; r!;z3u1fr:! , d l i d  t h e n  X ' 11 proceed to go through it i n  

:;P PZ k l ?  

St 'Z Psgac$ 2 ,  3 ,  and 4 a t t e m p t  t o  

' 4  a r ~ t  z the V R Y . ~ W U S  report ;  s e c t i o n s  and t o  c l a s s i f y  

L L p  %*:* t~+i:?iic~@r of f;v~iLual:inn c r i t e r i a  t h a t  f e l l  a t  t h e  end 

(2: t l t p  tstst;  :nro a;a~i  a f  i e d ,  n o n s a t i s f  i e d ,  unable  t o  

;J&! rFBi,Jf ir: ,  or tlj i l g l l ~ 8 t . i ~ .  I I1 d e f i n e  each of t h o s e  

:eta g8r-r q c ~  rtlrz31,1c,lfi e h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n .  

‘, a Page8 5 through 1 5  d i s c u s s  t h e  

i i , , ;a?:,: , ! t i n ~ i  rva l uosion c r i r - e r i a  i n  t h e  t e s t  t h a t  f e l l  

;* :ria .*  >.r-i~c.?r t hiift a a ~ ~ . s t l e d  c r i t e r i a ,  s a t i s f i e d  r e s u l t .  
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- 4 .-, ~1 :, in0 nr paqr. 16 ba a summary 

rxc2ptlons for  each of t h e  

a f & ; ~ ~ f :  lit*:e L $core c: i?rc l .  Td'or t h e  ones  

r 1 s 4  vr21m. a L ii $;-*A. t i r : r ~ i r . t ,  : : ~ ~ = e i ,  t ~ r  c l  aged i nconc lus i v e ,  

t.iafYtF r l c ~ c r z p ~ i c m s  about what t h o s e  

a vx :~pr  l c r r \~  were about s o  that we 

; , i i ;  ii$:*?i;t: 3:)rne i>f t h ~  t h i n g s ,  C f i ; ~ i r m a n ,  t h a t  

r ,,-,, e r  c i * i * r  .;.fit r:U? 1:; y,'r,ur rsperiincj remarks. 

Tttir- i o n +  ~ t ~ c l l  wag4 v a r y  braad 

, TSr& niirst sr' Lnti;t: p l a n  t h a t  M r .  Center' 

4 :  i " " ~ 4 9 3 ~ 7 m : 5  t c ~  A & !  i ~ t i ~ r  w!rkti our 19ihler 'That: i s  t h e  

$ 2  6xsa,4 A c 4 ,rass C C ? : L A  Jar,lhi:lrx&t i vt!J y agreed to as what would 

i 3 E L @  **&:~:l aafd w b 3 %  wCwld not; be Legtad. To anrplify on 

% f +&rjb ~ ' 4 5 i i i i  + w pt IZ'I~~UI: l ~ r ~ t ~ w c ~ ~ ,  there? were c e r t a i n  of 

i a 5-2: tGLtqe L.'tfif, k;x .  t+~%(.& 1mt p ~ a e t . i c n l  Lo t e s t  during t h e  

S F ,  .':-,$SF tL"rX ?,i~m ?tf;:t.u~-ltt l detiign of  t h e  MTP. We chose no t  

'_ r 

I 46 r '  % x $ A ~  r ; S ?, ;iy t.,r?nr r \ l ~ a c  t h  i11gfi. There  are a l s o  

P .  jc: pita? sr'rn t r ; )d l ed  ~ f l l r L r ~ g  t h e  course  of t h e  t e s t  

"<ti;  ;%t z " . ~ c s ~  w; i t :  ~lio C ~ v r i ~ ~ p ~ n d i n g  PID. We made a 

' : 5  prvaiuiu? rx-nge o f  QWEBC ' B methods and procedures  

wrtd thirqrjfi like t h i s  dur ing  some of 

n*i i  :r:rj $01 hiflit" YYh~irf are  ni3 a x i ~ t i n g  P I D s  today 

"-,;at .pJ4*ib+*t 4+t f ! ~ ~ O B P -  ) . C A ~ I  c If YOU look a t  a VIN 

E F w ~ ~ z P ,  t.!?rtx?~ Fare r /?ir?gr; we t e s t e d  f o r  whlch 

v io o ?: --_: ?:,& fill ,!: tlk@r(i ,,!irf: P IDs  f o r  which there s 
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x ~ - * ~ T z , . ~  w,i.:in?T if i~ l i i : :  b u t t \  i r i  the mastel: test 

' Y F I ~ . ~ .  : ~ p u r t e d  t h a t  i1.1 the 

5 6 1 ~  r::.ii;i?'l LP,: nk atratit t h p  t e s t  i r ~  

f $'i.?., .-~t, ,  e kt-rut W C ~ F  w ~ " L A ? ,  WP c a l l  dorriains 

R t i - e a B  ili itflr: P r \ W p  t k & t  i C r ~  br(3ke things 

"i.-$* 1 ~ j : ~ i y ~ b n t :  $1: Y f t~~renl :  f a c e t s  r ~ f  Qwest's 

:: p .;G , + &=,a p -2  , ' . , " * . h ~  ;-ql'j , 

? ? ? I  ' 3 1 f;nar. tltc phrase Port, 

ti* a' , c ? P C  i l l t : ,  ~ ' i t i f t ~  6 i t551, allel $at'o3;iaioning. 'Chat doma.in 

rs' ' h  ) lt3e rr-:ikf i k f '  btrrkafrci4n turictiorr,.; arc nhoiit  t he  

: ,-: - * - a s  , - f  iiri'ncrr-cfsnrlrn:~ k'kitf: B ~:IIBROIYIPT- has 

~ i i r r  -i:+.i ri-ir* ~{anlr r ~ y z i l a  far a S:I,DC, being able 

:$ii~+r.: ltr:Sir %iw~f: b , h ~  i x 7  fiaci l i t i ~ ? ~ ,  what k i n d  a£ 

;* : v l t T  x L  " 4~ $%): t s @ i l ^ w  $ri~@?i (rjlr~d Lh i~uq-~) they kavs  i n r l t a l l e d ,  

5.~'hv 'r-rtiJ 1 ,TxnU &1;4'y h & v b ,  ~hiiht fer?t~ir i?P have, 

* . , I + $  ~ . r  tI\z4rqsr $xd well @P t h e  a b i l i t y  t o  

"rtt, ~ l g ' l l ;  r i 0 X ~ i l t b f 3 t  I:Q ~ l : : ~ t t t ~ ~ e  a new tetlephone 

r . ,+ r z n :  ,lit . : :;El ;la new riervi.cc. These k i n d s  

p~++-~rricrr 'stlq f i ~ P , t v i t i e ~ : .  They'ra t h e  

a - ! ;,-,:: ; 6.21 wtilhr-E1 A CLGT,! e i  t h e r  anks t.hrough 

& . , t r ~  * :I.. +- I @~i~kec~!f l I r2: :R or M R ,  accesti ~ e r v i c ~ :  

~ ~ 7 7  ;;~i.;,* rr- ail !strrrtet.h~rlq on t h e i r  behalf  

.t; l i~:*n-s wny siispr or form the,  network or 
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1 ; 'ire'* 2:F x i : - ; :  ::irk:.: G: a%?worJc, 60 2 t might be t o  migrate 

, -% i-<?:h.-nl;;: F - . , + - c  , - a fWcsF I - e t ~ i l  operati ans to the CLEC, 

; : 4 - , ~ z ! a L  bc ?;2 iar3~7r r? new line --- second line for a 

a t *mi .-r - ~ i ~ % = t .  h l n g  l ika that, or t o  go in and change 

I + * a t ; ~ r ? ~ ~  : l ~ r r t i  a @  add Ca ll Waiting or Call Forwarding 

k . %  3. ,q- .pft  ;I, , v , b 8  ultf I jis.5 t h a t  . Thasc are  thc ordering 

" a -  i :  I ,  Then tllere at-e t-he provisioning 

rs 4 5  A - ~ ~ - = +  P - 'P!ickt:~ BI'C: the things that Qwest does 

I4 5r~rJ~::\,? t i i t ~  ?-c~ey:ea to go b r i n g  the network and the 

. ~ ! ~ ' i t i , m 0 7 i t x ~  i r ;  that r~e t :wc~rk  into calnpliance with whatever 

: i rntkl: 4.id!tvr~d by t i:(? CL,EC in tbeir order. 

i 2 66 C h @ 0 ~  three activities, 

, . - & A - # - .  ,-43uavt3 ~ rnnsnc t inns  or indj.vidual business events 

:a tipi:? wetit: t l ' i ~  CItEC and the wholesale operations of 

a * -  - L t - ~ > + i  
* w*k+<s .  

: i r  I f  you l o n k  at the report sections 

i ? + ~ ~ ~ i : ~ ~ t ~ ~ f i l ~  w i t h  Scicciun 12 down through Section 15, the 

+ ,  : rl.'-vr': +I, ~~relh.lel7 ~ n t o  ctxapters, ~ . f  you will, so 12, 

- r.; ' I ,  t C . B rind po on clown through I S ,  are the test 

6 ~ 3  t ire I n d , ~ v i d u a l  chapters in the report where we 

. f i~ : r : :a . ; i  what: we? did, how we d l d  i t ,  what we found, 

. p i  d ~ . ~ , t  p:i:i4lefnji ox i ~ f i ; ~ e s  that we encountered during the 

v m z : * ,  ::r r h r  ~ ~ ' e o r d e r i n g ,  ordering and provisioning 



Exlrrbtt L1\J-OSS-54 

3 6 

s *  :' ; i ccme b a c k  t o  those  and we'll d r i l l  down 

L*c *;">j-*% trt ;b mi 1:zite . 

S t a r t i n g  with 3 6 .  S i x t e e n ,  1 7 ,  and 1 8  

Yli': .ij-t:r?.i i 2 ? ~111~3 111 . a axe w h a t  we call t h e  maintenance 

;a;': : rj-si: , to3 M I ? ,  arzas of t h e  t e s t .  These a r e  

:;..ri :~-~i; tr;riil of f,f>r:. test where we t a l k  about how CLECs 

;.* it'." srr,%l;rr;, tl9e c a p a b i l i t i e s  t h a t  a r e  o f f e r e d  t o  

a 4;.2ww k 5 . .  ~ ~ . f ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ;  &h~': wholesale i n t e r f a c e s  t o  r e p o r t  

4 &,. r*k-&t , :6h 31; il d i.na subsequent: t o  i t s  tu rnup  and i t s  

J 90 C ~ I ~ T C ~ ~ L I  a l i n e  i n  t h e  sand ,  i f  you 

% :  i ; ,  bsrxrcsri pusvioinning, brhich i s  t h e  end of t h a t  

k t i  Thtl cai@l.orncr 1ar\f3 dial t o n e ,  t h e  c i r c u i t  i s  enabled,  

?-+;v;.,:ri:?ng A S  g o ,  Anyt,hl.ng t h a t  happer-is a f t e r  t h a t  i n  

:f:* idi!:~' *;lf ; tltdnlt: g e t  t h e  f e a t u r e  I o r d e r e d ,  I c a n ' t  

,.:a;ir 4% Tn5:, l 'ril 21aving t r o u b l e  i n  one way, shape ,  o r  

+.d-irm. ur.:ul d ca?3 fncn t h e  maintenance and r e p a i r  a rea  

d:%d c I ~o:rb!c r rcpnr t  i s  en te red  e i t h e r  e l e c t r o l l i c a l l y  

$ 3 :  i ?;:dk:qf :  r ~ t !  2 ixlg Qwerit, and t h e r e  a r e  r e p a i r s  made 

,_ .-- Y .G :+'ti":: tnrt. ; a . v r s t j g a c i o n  i s  made a s  t o  whether a  

: e; .L -' i.cne.ii t , t i  UP nmde. That Is  t h e  maintenance and 

, q 1 1 3 , :  ~ i . . r ' ~  i; ' $5  where WE: t a l k  about t h o s e .  

eLu t ~ , ~ ~ , ,  ,-I I- C 19, 1 4 . 6 ,  2 0 ,  and 2 0 . 7  a r e  t h e  

g~ :r,i:: Lfir;t :+ t h a t  a r e  lnvolved with t h e  b i l l i n g .  

??:arb. 2 t w o  ParLs t o  b i l l i n g .  The f i r s t  p a r t  i s  what 

a:.- i ~ f  l UUF, daihy usage f e e d s .  These a r e ,  i n  e f f e c t ,  
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;. $a .- .i3?.p$er: Yo: dct ,a i l  records that are created by the 

; .7:@;~,~:~25*d ~ 'r7~1rs~b  on ~l .~x-ouql ;  to the CLECs so that i f  

"", - *St:' "'Z-.cx; unage- based billing, they have those 

4 r-eye-f $!- ,;aljao% t h c  c a l l s  t h a t  were niade by the 

% f :t$ : <%Ev>; 
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%P* WEEKS: And then  t h e  second p a r t ,  

n*7":i"~l i i i ~  D ; ; f s  t h a t  a r e  a c t u a l l y  rendered t o  t h e  

P - . -1: t f l t ; l '  t l i s ~ ~ g l ~ m p t i a n  or  u s e  of network e l e m e n t s .  

ts? * ; e l  ,% 75-fi h a r c  the $ ~ s r l m n r i '  areas. The t e s t ,  beyoiid 

" i f :41  $ ; a :  : ? ~ c  riios!: p a r t ,  r e p r e s e n t  what we c a l l ,  

I - 5 % ~  ;h*,z1 . ~ 1 6 ! i i j r  :11411n9am~nt i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  t h i n g s ,  w i t h  a  

>-a! f ,;:. t.-! *~dcypt:ans t h a t  1 woulci p o i n t  ou t  as I go 

' f i % f r , p i j c k ,  ~ i ' i & C '  - - wh1cR arc p r i m a r i l y  t h e  Help Desk type  

' J  ' ? 3: 1 tiat. W C Y C  ~ n c o r p a r a t e d  i n t o  t h e i r  a r e a .  Here 

: i i-:t>b, in$ II#W Qwest p r o v i d e s  i n t e r f a c e s  fo r  

! T . i . & - h  ?-?. oCnxrr \.i1:5 ;L husi .noss,  come i n  and a c c e s s  t h e  

% r-, t, ~;?r'df"~iti%s fi:f t i le t  $~t"r.:t t ime ,  t e s t  new r e l e a s e s ,  and s o  

F. . +;:?it 1:r:auyr nrarktltgcrnanc and t h e  l i k e ,  bu t  we w i l l  t a l k  

, &  gf:tl~f$l t ! ' i ~ s : r r ; ~ ?  x t ~ ?  we yt.) thz:ough. 

: h. ? 'hat t r ;  k i n d  of an overview of t h e  

;a @t ruj,:t q 2 ~  a! L e Q C .  A s  we bey in  t o  look  a t  each one of 

C -* a ',?$cfii, t;! thr, t e n t  areas ,  'L w i l l  t a k e  you t o  page 2 a t  

Iri t i l r *  :e;; ircir 2 2 .  'rest 1 2  i s  s o r t  of what most peop le  

;+ !3iii:3& ;?j.rb(Jf ~ l i k ~ ~ t :  ffiey t h i n k  about  t h e  OSS t e s t .  I t ' s  

. r ~,rrr,.i i c r j:+ f r r d r r i n g  p l e c e s ,  t h e  p r e o r d e r i n g  p i e c e s  and 

- .  
., .. ; p i : ,  $!it- %:g~if~cance Q E  t h e  rows, t h a t  ve ry  d a r k  

r ' G e  r > - 3 i r  
%.I , -  r A * . *  - i apaioyjze. I am c o l o r  b l i n d .  I f  t h a t ' s  

: i ;..;,:l,ic f:i$ s.c;,:rre:ltlng e lse  - -  b u t  t h e  v e r y  da rk  b l u e  t h a t  

,4 b l ~ - + ~  5:. 2 ,  3 and 2 1 ,  and i n  a  da rk  c o l o r .  You w i l l  

ahY b@*,fqe&i ~f rhode throughout  t h e  r e p o r t .  Those a r e  
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sreas where between the interim report and the final 

repcbrr, j~.e made changes, or one or more evaluation 

c r r t c r i a  results. So, if you are looking for what 

chwged between the draft final report and ths final, 

fiitlal report, those are the areas that had changes and 

thatis why they have a different color. 

As you can see, most of the evaluation 

e r i r e r i a  were sarisfied for Test 12. But we had two 

t ha t  were not sat, three that were unable and 11 that 

d,aS,I j.ntcr diagnostic. If you turn to page 5, we begin 

t h e  discussion, sort of, of the not satisfies. And 

t h e r e  are two individual evaluation criteria, and you 

see them there at the top, on page 5, 1 2 - 9 - 4 ,  1 2 - 9 - 5 ,  

t h & t  were not satisfied. 

And now I need to stop and explain a 

L ~ t t l e  bit about the statistical nature of this test. 

And Mr. Center indicated that there were several 

staristical. workshops that were held. There was 

W E u a l l y  an appendix to the Master Test Plan that 

describes in g r e a t  detail how statistics would be 

applied r o  %his test. When we were looking at 

~exEortnance measures, that were covered off by PIDs, 

i t 4 z ;  fundamentally two families of PIDs. There are 

that are defined as parity measures, where the 

mcaauremcnt is comparing Qwest's retail operation 
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$:rr f 02-mnr:.re to Qwest ' s wholesale operation perf orlnance . 

ii;i-?? i . 3 3 ~ 1 e  ; ~ i  an expectation of parity. The wholesale 

k: t l  be 3% gcod or better than the retail operations. 

t n  tfrtzce casa6,  in order to address concerns that the 

~*e$a i r s  af t:csting, because tie were sampling and not 

Itmkrng at: &he e n t i r e  population of transactions over 

t4\@ t e ~ l :  pr;luiod that a test could be performed, and if 

th$?a tan't sufficient transactions run, or just due to 

%ha q ~ n f t r a l  n a t u r e  of sampling, that we might make the 

w;sng ~ n f a r e n c e  that, in fact, say that Qwest's 

w?.ia4~.aale a12d rccail operations were the same, when 

<he;$ are cot, which was - -  appears of concern to some 

i 3 f  Lhs parties. 50, we actually did what's called a 

"dua2 typcsthesis test. " We would test both the 

hgc'pn~l~t?@ir, that whalesale and retail were the same and 

-2. , , ! e  r hyporhesia chat wholesale and retail were not the 

d & M t -  and thin is a statistical test that we're 

peflsrlrti,nq, after having run transactions, and so on. 

%e would rake our results and submit them to 

8 1 a T 2 ~ ~ a c a i  analysis. And if bath tests indicated that 

Pdeac 328sed, or both tests indicated that Qwest 

t&: fcd.  Ckec we would ga with that conclusion. 

i iorr*zeti. ,  ~f n n t  of the tests indicated that - -  a pass, 

and C ~ I *  other indicated a fail, that's a - -  no 

&czr~:tm. 'iou had a conflicting result. What that 
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S A Y S ,  r z ' a  ti33 Close to call from just the sheer use of 

Bta: tseszs 

8y prior agreement, prior to the start of 

t n s  t o s t ,  i f  ckerc  was, after no decision, that would 

3:c takcn to the steering committee to resolve. If the 

?':twr:ng uamrnl t tee could not resolve it, ~ . t  would be 

?:bkcn ta the csecutivc committee and so on in the 

e&cn!nr~an process I previously described. So we have, 

2 2  9-41 and  12-9-5, with respect to the timeliness of 

j ~ ~ i p a ~ d y  T Y O C ~ C C S ,  i ~ i  we have a statistical test that 

wan s parity measure in these cases that said, jeopardy 

r t t x i t e  and retail notices in wholesale have to be 

deti~ercd on a timely basis in both cases. That's very 

g$:nr e a r ,  Tilen, the test, the dual tail statistical 

t e a r  gave u~ a no decision. Now, in part, that is due 

t n  t h e  fact thaz  there's a small sample size in these 

%>anen, which i s  kind of good news. We can't, as an 

aut&Ldtr, submitting transactions, generate a situation 

tar Owest needing to send us jeopardy notice. The 

2 jeopardy aotlces often happen because of either the 

-~ 4 
2 ;  iarilltrea that needed to be provided aren't available 

:2 Z?R ti T i m e l y  basis eo meet the order, or there's just 

;1 been same problem with work force in scheduling, in 

2 auar getting people at the right place at the right 
I 

15  33i3a .  Those are the two most cornrnon reasons for 
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L A s  a tester, one can't cause that to 

4 k - ~ p p * a  T;IF?RC STZ' conditions that have to exist inside 

8 :pP :;;*P:.?.. zhat  we didn't manufacture. So, we didn't see 

- I% " , d Y , p  ~;:~?nhcr ~ k :  jeopardy notices during test. And, 

i ziwtelare, uc have a small sample size, and with small 

' acl*r;n !:;&%ac, when the results between retail and 

% ua+l#"?sala a r e  reasonably similar, then what you have is 

i4 jiiei:; iravr: a higher probability with small sample size 

a $  .k !YAZ I~QI; az" going to have a no-decision due to the 

i. E 
& +  t i  $ 1  8 .  Tha t  I s  what happened here. 

i % 

4 + $6, when it was taken to the steering 

1 3  &rzntmzl, lr ir ,  'rha decision was taken that there would be a 

$ 4  P.;;i->r eatlt?41cd assigned by the steering committee in 

; ?  ID that clear as mud? 

Y 6, CFUiTRf~LW GTFFORD: Yeah. 

1 4  
p MR. WEEKS: That's an example of a couple 

:3  t5 f  j; iL*:vn r n  thr teEt where we apply the dual tail 

' ;lj 
% X e j k r , ,  iib>3 ;fib w,ur:d up with a nonsat result here. 

t i  
- ,  :: I could then move to the unable to 

t , , i J ~ + r ~ * t ~ ~ , ; c i ~ %  o:: T e s r  12, because that illustrates another 

" 8 -  m', -.-v',: , . ,,,, cr. prlncrple we uncovered during the test. At 

a *, r:ru T C S ~ ?  c-! page 7 you will see 1 2 . 9 . 2 ,  which it, again, 

;$ r ir :,raparriy notice here, rather than having a 

2 9 .  : :Y~F; :;teln r-equl rcrnezlt that was controlled by a PID, 
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1 kbich,  per agreement of the test, would be subjected to 

2 the stiiiistical test, we had an evaluation criteria not 

3 ron:rolled by statistics, which was, did those jeopardy 

4 notices come to us well in advance of the due date. 

5 And because this was not a statistical test, we used - -  

6 t h r s  is an example of where we used our professional 

7 jrrilgnrent. In our professional judgment, there were not 

$3 enough jeopardy notices seen during the course of the 

9 test for us to feel comfortab1.e providing an opinion as 

2 9  r;o whether this was satisfied or not satisfied. 

1 1  So, in the course of this test, when 

12 there was an evaluation criteria that was not directly 

13 cantrolled by a PID, KPMG Consulting established a 

I 4  standard and measured Qwest's performance against that 

f 5  standard, and our standards are articulated in the 

1 6  contnents section o f  each of the reports for each of the 

37 evaluation criteria. So, they are there for your 

X B  examination, and you are free to agree or di~agree with 

19 our e-~aluatron criteria, as are the other parties. But 

23 it's right there. So, we show what standards we use, 

2 1  what Qwest's results were and why there's a satisfied 

22 or not satisfied or, in this case, unable, and all of 

23 our thinking, our rationale, is laid out in that 

2 4  comment section. And you can look at that or other 

25 parties can look at that and may come to you, suggest 
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I they disagree with our standard for whatever reason. 

2 And you can hear their argument and you can decide. 

2 For the purposes of this report, we used our 

3 professional judgment in a number of cases. And in 

5 these two cases, we just didn't feel like there was 

6 enough information collected during the course of the 

7 ?lest for us to give an opinion. 

8 COMMISSIONER PAGE: Which two cases? 

9 MR. WEEKS: Evaluation criteria 12-9-1, 

10 and 12-9-2. 

'I J COMMISSIONER PAGE: Where it just said, 

kZ "insufficient data?'' 

13 MR. WEEKS: Excuse me. 

3 4 (Discussion off the record.). 

f 5 MR. WEEKS: I am being corrected. There 

36 are PfDs on the ti~neliness of jeopardy notices, and I 

17 a n  going to correct a statement I made that jeopardy 

18 notices weren't covered by PIDs. It's this aspect of 

19 t he  jeopardy notice that weren't directly represented 

20 by that. 

2 1 The next, 12-11-4, on page 3 of 7, is an 

- ., example of another thing that existed during the course 

23 c& the test, which was sometimes we would issue 

24 observations or exceptions. And Qwest would loolc at 

25 our results, comment back to us in writing about 
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whether they agree or disagreed with what we had to 

say, and, in some cases, chose not to conduct a retest 

to correct the record. In general, this was a military 

style test, which means test until you pass, because it 

is Qwescls record that goes to Washington, it:'s their 

risk if they fail to satisfy a criteria, or fail to 

co~nplete the military style of test to the point where 

something is resolved satisfactorily. Qwest was 

allowed to then either take closed unresolved or closed 

inconclusive, or make a decision not to retest a area. 

And in those cases, where they chose not to retest, we 

did one of two things. If we had collected enough 

Information and that had resulted in sort of a not 

satisfied, if you will, finding, then we left a not 

satisfied in the report. If, however, we hadn't 

collected enough data, in our opinion, to form an 

opinion, then we would leave it as unable. And this is 

an example of a case where we raised Observation 3110, 

Qwest Looked at that, and ultimately decided not to 

retest  t h i s  s p e c i f i c  aspect of the issues raised in 

"'i .> - + CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: This is a human error 

3 issue? 

24 MR. WEEKS: There are several examples of 
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w e r e  working through Exception 3120, which was to be a 

retest, to determine the correspondence between the 

u n d c r l y i n y  data about individual transactions, as we 

caw it, and underlying data about underlying 

transactians as Qwest saw it, we detected that we were 

;-ecarding certain dates differently than we expected 

chat they would. And Qwest acknowledged that, made 

some changes. We then submitted a large number of 

orders that were supposed to all flow through the 

syscern, not supposed to be touched by human beings and 

wc anticipated that they would all flow-through. Then, 

we could test whether the recordings of these dates by 

the  systems were properly done or not. 

Well, in analyzing the results of that 

rekest  for 3120, we discovered there were a handful of 

orders that had fallen out from manual processing. And 

in looking at those orders, there were a number of 

those where the reason they fell out was an acceptable 

explanation by Qwest. But when we looked at how t he  

1:cp.s had manually entered dates, they had not manually 

entered the date correctly. One out of those orders 

Chat had fallen out. One out of the eight, I believe, 

in the number, subject to check. And so, where we 

found ourselves, then, i s ,  well, we had this - -  we 

didn't expect to be in this place to begin with. We 
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dldn't expect che order to fall out. And we, you know, 

didn't necessarily expect, therefore, that a human 

being would have made an error. But because there was 

one out of eight, there was a doubt there, then, as to 

whether or not the manual process for recording tnese 

dates was working, because that wasn't the objective of 

the test to test that. S 3 ,  because we couldn't do a 

retest, Qwest elected not to do a retest of the abiliry 

for manual orders to have the proper data fixed to 

them. That wasn't a test objective. We just said we 

don't have enough information to say whether this is a 

problem or not. So, that's what 3110 was about. 

So, that's kind of the Section 12s not 

satisfieds and unables, and they are representative of 

a pattern or several patterns that one sees in the 

test, 

So, now I draw the commissionts 

attention, then, to the 11 diagnostic measures. And i f  

one turns to page 12, in Exhibit 2, and continuing on 

to page 13, there are a list of diagnostics measures. 

As we have previously indicated, for the most part, the 

PIDs were either parity or benchmark type of st.andasds 

where we did a stare and compare. It needs to be 9 5 ,  

and either it was or it wasn't. And we didn't 

reference retail at all. We just looked aL wholesale. 
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There was really a third kind of class of P I D s  t h a t  

were measures agreed to ~y the collaborator to be just 

diagnostic i.n measure. In other words, the pscudoCLE2 

would submit transactions and KPMG Consulting would 

analyze the results of those transactions, and we w:luld 

report what we saw, but not provide a satisfied or a 

not satisfied result. And in those cases, :rave. ;n 

the reports, I will give an example. 12-3- 12, whxch 

is the first one on page 12. We observed that Qfntect 

employed timely preorder error message respctnses to the 

GUI, and we measured 2.4 seconds. So t h a t  i ,n£am\a~tan 

is sitting in the report. You would normally have 

either had a benchmark standard agreed to in t h e  FYDs, 

or x r ,  KPMG Consultirig, *reuld h a ~ 6  estitlSlistled n 

stas3ard. We wauid have given s a t ~ s f i e d ,  rlcrt 

sat~sfied, or unaSfe. F o r  rhese w e  Mere aEfcrrng 33 

z;r~:5.o. u%arsse-:er . S s ,  the c a v ~ ~ s s x  an sha&k%d iz~ok 

-m-,q,--i- -CLI I~ I__,  . _.. - 0~r  c p i r - ~ ~ i i  C!)ese and detc,-mrne :".tha:tE;rr 

- --, r .-- IF; el zf serf c l = ~ s r , c ~  ,Zel::-ered is.rL rlscal! 

-. - - - - - ...= ,,,, =--=s  ..r a- + :e-ze> zr.2: ,s. x x c p r a b , < r  t :I :::P 

-,-,I' - e r r  -- --. . - -  - 8 . -  =-2,1;1" .55K"",YV r"'. B: :eat", 

' = - C " I q  , . 
.:?-,"-:"let,"*,:: ~ : ~ % t  - -  ---, . & - , 3  =P_LL';"*SU; ':" 

-__17L__ - F --- - In"" -*  - - - -  --.--- c&_ --- l _ _ l  I - ,  1" L -  - 
"->aF,S Lx- - ze=*  -.-* - - z - -- & . - -  - " .,,,,,.... r ,714.,:.* aitSi 

-.z.;4 .;--- %::n-T:,t-" 3 :  B'-. --pi.:' * 4 :  _<1'""- , 
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1 problem in this a rea ,  we w ~ u l c  za.-e =ziles ? t 5.2: 

2 O k a y .  Sc. Cksr's S e c t i o n  L1. 15 r z e ,  72, *:z,:!i ?:+I: 

3 9:s  of tila;. 

Q 7 . . - - -  - - - - li - -.. **,-.- E ? & L * " - *  * - - -  -'A* c- ... 

5 tkrozgn sane sf t k e  3tker zrras, zera,dFe : :::$a 14e 

d.'" ;; - res-cl:_= rk,pre a-c f a r r l - j  szrs:-k:f;r-+a:.; .:-*- w A :- - 
- i C-JE & ~ z ~ ' f - , '  ~4 c l + C 5  zc y= ~ " f f = , ~ ~ ~ :  Lzz L:":iC--$l ,_- 

- - 3 ~~~,~ 1 2 ~ ~ s  sn5 rzf:: ,~13-::;:~:~-~ 7 : :  ,SL :" :' i 

- 5 v a r ~ a u s  53--5. .;z-5 -- - =  ~ 5 -  =rzcer.: L Z S ~ ; ~  tc, :iz ;:,A- *I h l  

:O = e c ? i i o l ~ ~ ~ -  ze da -'-- --A=- a =  ~ar-ry t e t i e e r .  :*~sdi:e. 

T - r-c-i: ~ 2 2  i_m->~itgzle. t:r 9*~- '1*-  
* . A  5 I ;: E: %.(is 

7 - +- Lne  7311i;y 3f b;r,u:rs= tz ; T Z C Y ~ S S  -JAEL,A: C ; T : ~ = T  3 :  

23 .spposc2 to orders sxh-- ---G * 21.- -r*- * -  II 5 ;  I I I ~ A  WI- - 
- t " , -  ---A ..<. ..."-' '--L % W 4  - ' a .  

:; . -.-&-- --- -= ---f - + . -A~Z;T., t6erf- x a ~  rz r  .x.&k,e ", 2%: ?rc. r.r- 

2 5  =ker%. -%4d ires soze&fia= ru?a',ef :' :>*; : 3 , ~ ; , 7  i*;".du M@ 

9 ,o - talked &~u\: xitk 3 : : ~ ?  

7 C"J:Yf?.7ZZSZCiiEFi ?AS%: P a r S s n  *dl. : ?*a: -* 

2.2 Icsr -.*as:. Fih=.z~ BZC y ~ i ' ?  

- ci - d ?.F- E : s- 23:: p a l e  2 

- - - i: ?,v,, - c i  T+,,. -- -. - -- -. - .---a " a < = ?  ?.+%4L TEaEr dm 3,". 

-. - - - -*. ..-"-" '" A :  YO.: X %  *I'F,TSi-'2 

2 2  a,:: go:r.g 5%: ehr=zzf:  r h o  ~ - : e r a l l  :yjf - i ; :~  11;3a- : ;-A2 : - 7 

.. - 
3 to k i ~ c i  of s r ; m ~ * a r ; t e  a r  a *)pry 111 :~z~  1 6 : = . ~ :  f;r *,;", k~ 

24 .,,.as t - je 0_75Pr f ~ C ) W - c h r ~ q i ?  D - , ' ~ - .  - *  -A -h' 
_ - A &  -I J i i . i b  L2. ::- "L3.?C 

2 5  OSS t e s t s ,  an atterrpr to uz3erstaz2 22\41 - 'r:r;e:,::tre iirtn: 
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the ILEC represents should flow-through, does 

flow- through. And whether the level of flow- through 

that's being achieved is appropriate. As you can s e e ,  

there was only one evaluation criteria on - -  chat was 

other than diagnostic here. So, this flow-tlhrough test 

is an area where we really didn't much opinion out 

ofthis. You can read the comment section abmrsut what we 

saw and what we observed, but we didn't: offer too n luc l~  

opinion here. 

Provisioning. The provisioning 

evaluation is one of another, Test 14.1. Another l a r y e  

chunk of what most people think about in QSS tests is 

you can see most of the evaluation criterion were 

satisfied. The four not satisfiecis are on page 5. And 

the first one, well, in general, chis i l i u s t r a t e s  

another couple of concepts in the test- On unburidlsd 

d s r k  fiber and EELS, in general, t h e r e  was a laryc 

discrrssion at the Seg~nning o f  t h e  test, whnn we were 

5as:~zix~ r z e  xzszer Tesc Tian, about vhae a h m i d  and 

- - s%cdicz+= sf --. $ -  t z e  scz -~e  sf tie t c s ~ ~  AS& @spec :a l l \- 

f3- pny--,...7- - r i m  
&----, , r A  - Z ~ ; C ~ , S .  T.?e+t i ias ,s a:-zcerc c h a t  

231~' Z Z Z  3%: ~ " C L ~ S ; " .  CGT%?~C;~~;  SpCT8Z23f i9 .  Ykr"y$' V;*g 

= - 
ar- a~zer=est rr,ar Z z e  -,se'd,.cicCL."sC 'dzc,:: 33: 

- * :+z;-::;es s i s s 5  IL rt:15~+: o m x  5 . ~ 1 ~ ~ t r 3  I t  

-.-,, p-41k'r  in znzsg s s r z  rf tn-:?a t:-a: y52  " f i ve  := ~ 2 :  t i  
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1 test some of these physical kinds of provisioning 

2 activities. 

3 So, we relied on, instead of &ct lv i t scs  

4 by the pseudoCLEC, we relied upon activities f r w :  

5 commercial CLECs who actually went to the rnarkctplace 

6 and looked at real orders and real business a ~ ~ i ~ l t i e s ,  

7 trying to determine whether Qwest was aperatrng t h e  w a y  

8  that it should. 

So, in the case of 14-1-10 and i 4 - 1 - 1 4 ,  

10 on page 5, these were sittiations where we i n i r i h i l y  

11 raised observations based upon the a c t i v i t y  

1 2  interconnection activity that we saw, Exception 3PZC,  

13 Exception 3104, but when Qwesr responded &tId rnsrft3 

14 certain changes, and we went back arid tri?zd 50 i ;3~ id&r?i i  

15 that it appeared that those charrges were r n  e f f a e ~ .  an.3 

16 that the changed process and chanycf! i30c~m~f i t r ,&k i  a42. 

17 changed procedures, changed sysersma, w'h~ttValr  Qwsla)t hw3 

1 8  done, when we tried to verify adhesf2ncc by Fpdrok, to 

19 those changes, we were srymied, b c c a s ~ c  r h e r e  wnyati' t 

20 enough interconnection activirieb x c  t h w r  dit'eas> :OZ u s  

21 to get a larae enough sample for l&iiett 'zrd ~ ( : i t b t t i  ?J:.w& a 

2 2  conclusion. So, that's a p a t t a r n  tk52 rspa&+k@ i k % ~ . k t  w 

2 3  couple of times in the test., ~;il&lrc k h ~ z * c  +jrk$t w.?rred4b 

24 enough commercial observac ions. ES:r,rl thO%$lb~ r ; l r ~ s : $ ~  

25 attempted to make these chanajrl;, w 2  za~:h:fn'?. -ca:idEst- 
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1 that it worked, the medicine had worked. Sa these ate 

2 those two. 

3 And then the next two, 14-1-34, 14-1-36, 

4 are in the not sat. Well, let me back up ta the f ;rs t  

5 two, because we had written exceptions. Y h r ~ r  z s  aii 

6 example of where we had found prabicns, and we c o ~ l d r i ' e  

7 prove they fixed them. We left them as n e t  tkaC Z 

8 have misspoken a second ago. 14-1-34 and i J - 1 - 4 6 ,  03- 

9 page 5, are examples of where Qwes t  chase to take the 

10 closed unresolved on some aspects af an a&c;ie@tnar: 

11 these are PID-related measures, OP-4C: %hlt 'n w e g e  ~ , h b  

12 installation intervals. 

We had 3086, problems usrh p a r f a e n ~ a c s  

14 results. Took a closed unressl~ed sn chat. &I@ S,h".e;; 

15 these are the measures that - -  par: 13E ",c c#335~:"6:3t 

16 that were --  caused much of the da5a w a l f c i a ~ s ~ ~ e  

17 exercises for exception 3 3 2 0  that ~il w e n t  kfkr%:itr$i"Yt ., $3- 

18 the bulk of this not satisfied came* fra% !Ah@ %bFa 

19 area. Okay. So, those are the n s t  $&to &.hart!. 

2 0 If you go ta the unablas ?a: T@&b Y I ,  

21 those start at the bottom uf page 7 ,  F i a s !  E h t ' e ~  

22 there, the O P - 5 A  ?ID type of things, ~ k r d h  & r e  belag 

23 days. Good news. We didn't see a In& i3f khp%c : R  t k ~  

24 test, meaning Qwest didn't get thcnuctv@a rn:-n :&hip 

25 situation very often is the g o ~ d  nerr,, Tk,c b8;ld r:k*r!t 5s 
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because of that, we didn't have eaough data t h a t  we 

could really offer an opinion on whether that ; ~ ~ o r k r  

well or not. 

The top of page 8, you see 4 3  and 4 G .  4 3  

is other PIDs. We didn't have enough data. And 4 4  ~s 

this issue w e  talked about, because we c o u l c l n t t  da Cbc 

retest of the manual data date thing, we c a ~ l i d n ' t  

resolve this one to our satisfactjon. 1 4 . 7  la3ks a: 

the process for provisioning, compares setai , l  to 

wholesale. By design, Qwest has the same field forre 

and same process doing the provisioning of b a t h  r e t a i l  

and wholesale. Same people go our anb retall and 

wholesale, so they aren't too different. MetcF,snisms ea 

get those orders in are different, hut once it h ~ c s  the 

back office, they have to go du things I n  the hetvo tk .  

It's done by the same field farce either waJ1,+. 

And then provisioning c~ardir-riiitiatr rti 

14.8, is unique to wholesale in the ~ e n s e  h f ~ d e  ~t IBLXCS 

about activities that have to be coardiaatcB krEi-hJee!n 

the CLEC and ILEC, to gets things l i k e  hnu su t~  t2aa.e 

And all of those tests were passes. 

The 15 is the FOP volume t c g r .  T h r o  5 6  

where we run a large volume of trans~ictiona t h rcx~gh  

Qwest's interfaces to try to see if it loako !ihc :hey 

scale up under workload.  there'^ the cai;ceQt of  



Exhibit LN-OSS-5.1 

5 .r 

normal day .  The concept of a  peak day ,  w h i c h  1s abcxr 

one and a  h a l f  t imes  norntal day ,  and then  the  csnces: 

of a  s t r e s s  day,  which i s  roughly 2 and 1/4, 2 i :2  

t imes what a  normal aa;; i s .  .And re  t r ~ a c ?  t t a  Yack a:. 

t h e i r  i n t e r f a c e s  and s e e  i f  they zonr inue  t!3 clpr?:'dto 6;; 

a t imely  b a s i s ,  and r e t u r n  responses  i n  a t~nciy D A F : ;  

i n  t h e  f a c e  of l a r g e  wcrkload.  Ztnd Qwest p a s s e r f  thasr 

very h a n d i l y .  T h a t ' s  k ind of t h e  end of t t i c  

p reorder ing  o r d e r i n g  psov is ion lng  k:md af ries~ltts 

1 6  and CEMR. Thls is  a n  electroi i tc  

i n t e r f a c e  f o r  t u rn ing  i n  t rouble  r e p a r t s .  Y m  c a ~  scc 

t h e  e v a l u a t i o n  c r i t e r i a  t h e r e ,  for t h e  m a s k  par t ,  uaro 

s a t i s f i e d .  The o n l y  problem we encauritetLed there,, last 

a t  page 6 ,  16-3-5 ,  d u r i n g  the volume Zest fat CESIR 

i n t e r f a c e ,  t h e r e  was one tzansactian t y p ,  Mhich ;$ a 

modified t r o u b l e  r e p o r t  that had been p r c v r m 3 l  y 

e n t e r e d .  That t r a n s a c t i o n  f a i l e d  ta happen, ac :n~~b~n~ i  

t o  t h e  s t a n d a r d .  I t  took l ~ n q e r  t h a n  t h e  sta8ci&rd 

c a l l e d  f o r .  And Qwest chose no: t o  p ~ r s l t c  U,:IJ: ~ T i 2  tA;-, 

any more f u r t h e r  t e s t i n g  03 t h d ~ .  T''~~ra:'$ J ci.;;.scrj 

unresolved f o r  3 1 0 7 .  

The T e s t  17 is a MECIAfX, Ei3bTZ :: s 

ano ther  electronic i n t e r f a c e  fa:. ri:rr,;ng rr: ::--::i:i;n 

r e p o r t s .  F a s t  e l e c t r o n i c  b3ndi:ig. krnd of a mag:;;$*: tc? 

machine, computer t o  cornpurer C5XP r 3 Che qeap::r~ak 



1 user interface that,if you will, that some human bez?q 

2 sits down at the CLEC and enters the trouble repcrt  

3 MEDIACC, there's a computer system at the Cl:IE@ Z h a Y ' s  

4 hooked to some other part of their OSS that ~;.'icl.' ctir: 

5 use to turn trouble reports in. An2 that aS; ka5 

6 satisfied evaluation criteria. 

7 Turning to page 3, the M&R EITf; t r m h l ~  

8 report processing. This looks at how - -  ssrt  c f  chr 

9 how soons. Naw, that the trouble report has  bean 

10 turned in, how does Qwest do at aztuajly working 

11 through that trouble, investigating i t ,  m a k i n g  idhake*2ey 

12 repairs are necessary and resolvinu t k a t .  Tnro n a ? s ~ w e s  

13 in that area. 

14 Go to page 6 and you sill see! r B - G - '  = + 

15 Qwest and KPMG consulting have scrc of a dif?&zt?nce aF 

16 opinion. We agree to disagree- A&I$ (best took a 

17 closed unresolved on Ex~eption3555~ C l ~ t ; $ ~ r , ' t  Code re: ,+ 

18 code that the field technician places on rk.ic;r rntc?t.n&; 

19 work order that says where was rnc probicurr, 3i l~ !  *:;,dl. 

20 did I do to fix it, essefitially- And w e  hi st?^ :@ir::3 

21 inaccuracies in the code that fie tJ ptsople e@sigrrct i  ft~i 

22 those. And we basically have che di3irgraew-$1: r s L  

23 important that is, and what the impac:: od LR?:: 1% (;a, 

24 in the advocacy cases, I am sure yau (hi11 1 h:%rtr clb.3st::r 

25 that particular issue. 
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18-7-1 is closed unresolved. And 3 0 5 8 ,  

this had to do with troubles that we actually inserted 

into the lines. And we had a cereain expectation of - -  

about how those would get fixed, and how those rvVould 

get reported. And when we went to look at Qwest's 

internal records, after they had made the ]repair, we 

didn't see what we expected to see. So, wct have sot a 

agree to disagree on this from Qwest as well, and their 

position is well-documented in the - -  in both the 

exception closing position statements, and in our 

report. And T am sure parties will talk tc:, you about 

this one as well. So that's Test 18. 

There was one unable on Test 18. Go ta 

page 8 .  There was a, near th,e end of the work we were 

doing to test here, we wound up with a closed 

inconclusive on Exception 3053 where the t-~asults that 

we saw just weren't depositive of whether it had gotten 

resolved or not. So we gave it an unable, beeausc we 

just dldn't de i r e lop  enough of a record to tundcrscanci 

whecher t h a t  was resolved or not. That's 18. 

16.7, I am going back on page 3 nud. 

Wcrk Center Support Processes. These are the work 

center activities that are behind t h s  scenes, tha t  

support the maintenance and repair activities, tthc 

evaluation work. Criterion were satisfied there .  The 
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end-t,a-end process, which looks at - -  whereas - -  well, 

18 looks at the reporting aspects of the process. 18k 

looks at sort of the entire life cycle of repairs, and 

looks at the inside, what Qwest is doing inside the 

walls there, That was fine. 

Now, we havo to move over the maintenance 

and repair and w e  move into billing. 19 is the DUF 

test. After several attempts to do that, we finally 

got Lhrough that and found that we were able to get DIJF 

files that were accurate. 19.6 is looking at how Qwest 

manufactures DUF files and whether the processes, and 

so an,, associated with that are well-formed and appear 

to be adhered to, followed to by Qwest's internal 

people. If you go to the two unables, on 19.6, which 

is at the bottom of gage 8, again, it's a case of we 

weren't able to make observations in this area, which 

are returns arid status of returns, because we used the 

observation and exception process to communicate to 

Qwest when w e  dldn't agree with the contents of the 

file, rather than flling through their normal business 

process, attempting to return DUF files. So we 

couldn't use that process. We didn't evaluate it. 

Didn't use that process. 

20 is the billing tesc, where we looked 

at the bills rendered to the CLEC by the ILEC to 
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1 determine if they were correct or not. This involved 

2 having a test bed of accounts, submitting orders, 

3 taking the usage information out of the DUF test for 

4 the calls that we had made, tracking and looking at the 

5 usage-based charges, looking at nonrecurring charges, 

6 recurring charges, and fundamentally are what most 

7 CLECs get back. That's what 20 is about. All those 

B evaluation criteria is satisfied. 

9 20.7 is the manufacturing process for 

10 billings. In there, we had four unables, and this 

11 illustrates another point that I would like to make 

12 that we ran into in the test. Those are on page 9. 

13 Arid what we fundamentally found ourselves in a 

14 situation where many of the controls that - -  check and 

15 balance type of controls, the auditing management 

16 control feedback loop type o f  things, that we wanted to 

inspect were, in fact, embedded in software. And are 

difficult, if not impossible, to inspect directly. And 

so, we could look at the fact that we had invalid bills 

and make the inference that the QA control process may 

not be working, because otherwise we wouldn't have 

gotten the incorrect bills. But once the bills were 

correct, WE couldn't prove, hy just looking at the 

bill, whether it was because they were manufactured 

25 correctly or because these controls operated and 
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detecccd problems and made them fix and ultimately the 

bills came us to, So it was kind of those Catch 22, 

from Qwestls perspective, where we could prove that it 

wasn't working because we couldn't prove it was, 

because it's embedded in kind of software. So, you 

have that case here. And it's kind of just an artifact 

of testing. 

As we move into the remainder of the test 

report sections, most of these tests were not done sort 

of on - -  in a pseudoCLEC, what I call a, "black box," 

kind of way, where you can't really see what's going on 

hehind the screen and you sit outside, trying to act 

like a CLEC. You try to use their documentation and 

send things over, and see if the system behaves right 

and they do what they ask them to do, which I 

characterize as black box testing. We kind of did a 

lot of it through this pseudoCLEC ourselves. A lot of 

this is what I called, "white box testing," where we 

actually walk inside of the walls of Qwest and we 

conduct interviews, we do walk-throughs, and we look at 

docurnentatlon, and we look for adherence artifacts. if 

they are doing planning process, there aught to be some 

planning documents somewhere. We're looking at the 

wholesale procedures that sit behiad that wall that 

CLECs can't see through, trying to understand if things 
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r cxlst, if they were well-formed, and if we can see 

2 evldence that the company follows those things, and/or 

3 adheres to those tlzings, as we move through. 

4 And looking at 22 and on, most of these 

5 were conducted using those kinds of test techniques. 

5 50, we're not trying to pretend like we're a CLEC. 

7 Prohably the firsc one that you wanr to 

B jump up and look at and spend some tlme thlnking about, 

9 because I know it's a hot button in Washington, whlch 

3 0  is change management, which is Test 2 3 .  Test 23 has 

11 seven unables. Let me tell you, this is sort of the 

I2 saga af change management. 

13 There was a Change Management Process in 

14 place, and when we began this at the time. But as a 

35 result of several initiatives, some of those initiated 

16 by CLECs, some cf those initiated by Qwest, some of 

17 those initiated by test results, Qwest chose to define 

1% a new Change Management Process. That Change 

19 Management Process has kind of two major subprocesses. 

20 One that governs the changes to software, and the o the r  

21 that governs the changes to procedures and producrs .  

22 And all during the course of the test, and to thls dayr, 

23 on into the future, this cont~nues to be an evo lv ing  

24 set of capabilities. So, there were aspects of t h ~ s  

25 that we could go examine, and see, operate, and becatisc 
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it's not quite sound in some places, where we could go 

and look at pieces and parts of it, but maybe couldn't 

follow i t  through the entire life cycle and prove the 

adherence part of what we hold as a s~andard in all 

these cases. 

So if we go to the unables in change 

management, which is - -  starts on page 10, we see that 

they are either closed inconclusives, or we see not 

fully implemented. And so, what we find is that while 

Qwest has made a tremendous amount of progress rn 

evolving their Change Management Process, some aspects 

af it aren't quite finished yet, and the - -  1 have 

tried to indicate over here, on the right-hand side, 

whether this evaluation criteria, for example, on page 

10, 23-1-7, is a criteria that applies to t he  systems 

Change Management Process, or as 23-2-2 applies r,o the 

product and process Change Management Process. Because 

there are actually separate independent processes a11 

lumped under the category of change management. Se, I1 

criteria satisfied, 7 unable to determines. 

24. 3 is a account establishment and 

management review. This is about the business of 

setting up new CLECs, getting an account team,  and thc 

like. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: p~estion. 



COMMISSIONER DYER: Thank you, 

Mr. Chairman. Back to 23, and how close arc they on 

the change management to completion would yau say7 

MR. WEEKS: Well, there's t w o  parts ca 

your question. I think one is time and the orher Is 

sort of well-formed and robustness, an6 I ax1 not sure 

which of the two you meant to ask about, or both. 

COMMISSIONER DYER: Both. 

MR. WEEKS: I will answer bothi. I think 

I would defer to Qwest on trying to represent what 

their schedule as to the change management r'oll-out 

process is. They're very close, but tilere aire st ' jll  

some contentious issues, and rather than perhaps 

misstating, quoting information that's not a.ccl.trare ars 

record, I would suggest you might want to aiuk Quest 

that. 

COMMISSIONER DYER: Okay. 

MR. WEEKS: I n  terms of their achcdule. 

In terms, of the other part of the qualitative part r ~ f  

i t ,  there are several conrenrious issues sciif bc2un+tn 

the parties, but I think there, as 5: cisar;bct,cri::erl, 

there's a lot of progress that's been made, irnd racy 

are getting very close, I think, to having a F I T ~ < : ~ S E :  

that will be very well-formed, and i f  it's exezuLcd 

properly, it will be more than adequare ZG mcar t f te 
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COMMISSIONER DYER: Okay. Thank you. 

MR. WEEKS: 1 2 . 4  is CLZC forecsct:n$ 

This is a test that always kind of makes me scratch ~y 

head. There's a built-in problem with C L E f  furecasL:n2 

in that CLECs are hesitant to give the ILEC a lo: oi 

competitive information about what they plan t~ ds In 

the marketplace. And Qwest then, therefore, kaa sort 

of one hand tied behind their back, in a nosm~al 

supplier - -  vendor supplier customer kind of natiws 

You know, you want to know what your customer is borng 

so you can have the right plant material, all the2  ktad 

of stuff in place. 

This is a case of where I>wesc a f e ~ n t i i 3 e s  

has to use their best guess and pro;cctlons of 4wkiatps 

installed already as opposed to re1y:ag heavily an %txFkk 

CLEC will tell them, just the fundasenta: CiatuYE tke i : ' a  

created by Telecom Act of '96. CLEZ tra.xrr;n:T, re 

found - -  this is how CLECs gn and qet t r a l n b J  %:; 

various products and interfaces, nfid 80 o n  "rhh$:c a r h  

all satisfied. The companion chaagc rnanagrmC~kl, 2t-s: 

23 is really Test 1.2.6, which is &be OSS ir ircrfacc 

developlnent review. I charactt:t-ize t h a t  as what  f 

call, "release management, "'as cppoi;e0 t2 chbnqn 

management. If change manasjeriicnt; r s dbaut t t:rr L X L ~ S :  :ny?"$, 
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of defining what t h e  i n t e r f a c e s  a r e  going ts he, a:]& 

how those a r e  going t o  change over t i m e ,  and pr3perl;- 

not ic ing  p a r t i e s  t o  those changes, and properily 

p r i o r i t i z i n g  everyone 's  reques ts  abou: what they  uo1;db5 

like t o  have changed, t h e  wish i i s t ,  but t h e  btnd c-f 

t h a t  process i s  a bunch of dead trees. Iris jusz  

paper.  What happens, then ,  i s  t h a t  what  w e i r &  goxng ta 

change, and when we ' re  going t o  change i t ,  arid haw 

we're  going t o  change t h a t  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  i s  throfc% bwzr 

t h e  w a l l  t o  t h e  development team t h a t  actually bavc ta 

change products and documentation and systems an& ac2 

on. When they  do t h a t ,  before  tbcy put t h a t  ale* s t ~ f f ;  

whatever it i s ,  ou t  i n t o  the  CLEC cc;sm~rlir,y. t~eelzze 

they  r e l ea se  a new version of r h e  s ~ l t w a r r z ,  f;ir 

example, t h e r e ' s  a genera l  belief tkat 1%" s gcmd 

th ing  t h a t  CLECs g e t  a chance ta t es t  th~:, MI ;BN& 

t h a t  they have proper ly ,  on zheir side QE the w s l i ,  

made what they make i n  t he  way s f  changes i n  di~dsl: to 

work with the n e w  r e l e a s e  of whataver t P k &  bat%wa%fs a: 

t h e  document, t h e  bus iness  rules, ii-haee-:er xa c:;,artq@d 

And so  t h i s  2 4 . 6  i s  about the  trusin#:s~ raf trying te 

understand about whether t h e  prt?cc%s@;; tho& ai'ttrw GL.@Ea 

t o  go i n  and t e s t  a r e l e a s e  of smmetiikng tsaforlr it. 9:iaa 

i n t o  production, and they  have rra: ordrra i n  ~ a a p n r ~ t - - .  

i s  well-formed and is being foliowcd. 
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1 So, there are a couple of nct sacisfieds 

2 that are at the bottom of page 6 in this area. One has 

3 to do with the standalone test environment, SATE, which 

4 is commonly known as "SATE." And we had closejd 

5 unresolved there on Exceptions 3077 and 3095, wilere che 

6 fundamental issue is that the SATE environment isn't a 

7 mirror image of production, and it doesn't function and 

8 behave exactly like production. It is isolated off as 

9 a separate environment. It isn't as fully fun~cirional 

10 and, for example, orders that would flow-through in 

11 production are - -  do not flow through in SATE. They 

12 are handled by human beings. Human beings stop them. 

13 look at them manually, generate FOCs and send them 

14 back. That's just an example. That was a fundamental 

15 issue. SATE is not a mirror image of production. 

16 The next criteria talks about Che fact 

17 that there isn't a standalone test en-virorment for 

18 testing the electronic bonding interface for trained 

19 a d  trouble reports. That's a closed unresolved an 

20 3109. Parties will, in both of these cases, do some 

21 advocacy with you about thz relative importance of 

22 these issues, but they are not satisfied in our 

23 reports. 

2 4 Back to page 4. 24.7 i s  the wllolrtsa2e 

25 Systems Help Desk. It talks abour the support that'o 
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provided to CLECs when they are doing tnelr interface 

development work, and so on. 24.8 is the 1st supporc 

review. This is sort of the Help Desk for ordering, 

and how well that all works. 2 4 . 9  is network 

surveillance and outage reporting. This is wl?az does 

Quest have in place to monitor the networks and when 

its networks go down, and to tell people they are dnw~..  

That's a common set of activities that's done ta the 

entire network. The people that operate the rietwork 

really don't care, wholesale versus retail: it's the 

same. 24.10, billing Help Desk. 

Iind that kind of concludes the very high 

level overview of the very, very large report. But 

hopefully, that will give you a feel for what we 

tested, at a very high level, what w e  found. And 3 

lcnow Qwest fixed a ot of things during the course of 

this test. There are a ot of observation. There arc a 

lot of exceptions. I haven't taken you through my 

document, in the interest of time. B u t  that, you know, 

we have tended to dwell on the negative here, bttt 1 

rhink that's what you asked us to focus on, sa thatZs 

what we did. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I had a feeling, based 

on the written comments, we'll be drilling doxn quu~tc a 

bit into some of it, Mr. Weeks. 
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1 Why don't we take, at this point, a 

2 10-minute break. Give Harriet a well-deserved res t .  

3 And we'll come back and hear from HP. 

(Recess. ) 
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CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Okay, we'll go back on 

the record after a morning break. We just hearcl - -  

MR. WEEKS: Mr. Chairman, could I make 

one brief correction to :!iy previous statements? 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Certainly. 

MR. WEEKS: I had slightly misled - -  or 

misspoken - -  I think, the Commission on the difference 

or the distinction between the not satisfieds, on page 

5 of my Exhibit 2, 12-4 and 1 2 - 9 - 5 ,  which, I indicated 

both had been referred to the steering committee 

because the dual tail test had given us a no dei:isiort, 

That information is correct. 

If we look at the enables on paga 7, 

12-9-1 and 12-9-2, the italicized infonnaiiori t h e r e  

says, insufficient data from the test. That's 

accurate. I think I misrepresented that these iiw.aran't 

covered by PIDs. In fact, these two 22-9-1 and 12.9-2 

were covered by PIDs but we had zerv obserzsrlans; 

therefore the sample size, even though r n  t,he cr'thcx- t t i ~ 3  

cases it was very small and led to a no decislrs'ta ;;I the 

dual tail test for 12-9-1 and 1 2 - 9 - 2  we h a 5  ccro 

olsservation which is means we cauldn't apply t & ~  par i : : ;  

teGt at all. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Okay.  

MR. WEEKS: That's the distinctian of why 
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1 two are unable and two are not satisfied. 

2 Thank you. 

3 CLYAIRMAN GIFFORD: Now turning to EP, 

4 gentlemen - -  I haven't been sworn. If you coul,c 

5 introduce yourselves. 

6 MR. MAY: Do you want us to do that: now? 

7 CKAIRMAN GIFFORD: Introduce your'selt-cs 

8 for the record, state your name and spell yaur last 

4 name, and then I'll swear you in. 

1 0  MR. M&Y: Good morning, Chairman G i f f o r d ,  

I1 Commissioners Page and Dyer 

12 My name is Jeoff May, J-e-o-f-f MI-a-y 

13 with Hewlett-Packard Consulting. And also with me - -  
14 Don Petry, P-e-t-r-y. 

3.5 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Gentlemen, .if you 

16 would raise your right hands, 

17 JEOFF YiAY and DON PETRY, 

18 having been called as a witness, being 

19 first duly sworn, testified as follows: 

2 0 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Please proceed. 

2 1 And we're working off of' wbac's beck 

22 marked as Hearing Exhibit 3. 

2 3 MR. MAY: Good mornlng, again, 

2 4 HP would briefly like to sunnarizc fcr 

25 you and the record its ROC P-CLEC test rBCort. %ci2i 
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begin by summarizes several important P-CLEC 

principles, mostly from the test requirements document 

or TRD and then review the two ma jar pfra~es  of F-CLEC 

testing which are the building of P-CLEC ard the 

execution of the transaction tests. Finally wc'b3 

summarize for you the P-CLEC t e s t  r e s u l t s  and rep~rts. 

Moving to page 3 : To begin wn th.,, I ua:ct 

to quickly highlight several important F-CLEC 

principals guiding the P-CLEC test execu t i~ t l .  P t o ~  thb- 

TRD, Principle 8 holds these will be no s p c ~ i d ~ k  

treatment for the Pseudo-CLEC from Qwzs t ,  The P-Ct$@ 

will use only publicly available dozurrtentxtian and 

assistance. TRD Principle 12 di rec t s  t h e  P-CLBC vcndo: 

to evaluate Qwest's wholesale detrelopmenr mtpgasrt g t ? . . . ~ ? ~  

to the Pseudo-CLEC as it builds its tifn eis6trcmiz 

interfaces. 

The ROC also asked XP ra aper"8tct: tl'ir, 

Pseudo-CLEC in the expansive mad% us Cawparad ;;a 

previous state OSS tests; that is, the yogi Psctll& e$Le2ir- 

was to recreate the CLEC experrcnce ta r k e  fu!:+?3: 

extent feas~ble. 

Turnlng to page 4: S? ae - .  .cp.nt,.hn;r ritfi ELhe 

building phase of t-he ? s e u d c 3 - C t E 2 ,  w~ ::~:.r 19! ,;::rLa;.= 

of the Act Management Ac:iatxric$r l i t  e,rri:l J%;y :sr 

2000, the Pseudo-CLZC began lateract :or;%: w;:?~ b t 3 :  
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assigned Qwest management team following the documented 

Qwest processes for establishing a CLEC and exscuring 

interconnection agreements in all states. 

For two years HP documented the P-Ci,EC's 

weekly calls with its wholesale account team. T k e s e  

calls were open and noticed to the ROC TAG and alL 

meeting minutes an2 issue logs were afsa madc a-:a:iak?e 

ta the TAG distribution list. 

Page 5: HP built a P-CLEC aperarlohS 

center here in the Denver area, deploying technical 

infrastructure including dedicated T - i  access to 

Qwest's OSS. We developed - -  we deployed five 

telecommunications industry subject mattex expar:s a& 

trained 24 customer service representatives, dav@iapati 

an incidental contact database to captare  a i l  QD c e n r r r  

interactions with Qwest and completed \raziaws Owes% 

web-based, downloadable and instructor-led t f s i n ~ n g ,  

I would like to ask nnv P c ~ r  Dan Petri :  LC* 

review the electronic interface dcttc,lsptr,enz dr:riri.~ r hv  

building phase and then also rhe transa.selc;r :PI.,. 

phase. 

Mr. Petrrj. 

MR. PETRY : Good morn r ng , C!:' A Cbd : riqaii,  

Commissioners. 

Turning to page 6, cha larqcst set  nP 
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tests associated with building the P-CLEC involved 

interface development and Implementation. The P-CLG-21 

developed electronic interfaces to Qwesi's O S 6 s  for IEtili 

EDI, I M A  GUI, DUF, and other usage-related exehaqcs,  

CRIS, the wholesale invoicing; maintenance and r@pii;r 

using CEMR; and the loss and completion reports. 

1f you turn dowa to page 3 ,  che P-CLf" 

executed ED1 interoperabi1it;r and certificat~~krc tasting 

following the Qwest ED1 implementation guldeL knes  and 

processes, the P-CLEC certified on f o u r  3Pm R $ t l e & G e s  

5.0, 6.0, 7 . 0  and 8.0. And this included 

recertification and release migracian activities 

associated with I M A  EDI Releases 6.0, f , O  end 8 . 0 .  

I would also like to note tha t  %he ti%& 

Releases 5, 6, and 7 w e r e  based upon the Sa6aJ ser%-rS6 

orderbg guide or ESOG, L-S-0-G, VcrsiOB 32 wrh;1c t ~ L 4  

Release 8.0 was based on LSOG Version 5, 

Turning now to gage 9, e i m i l a r  Eh4 

P-CLEC account management a c t i i r i  ty as $eacr.Lhed ak- 

Mr. may, all calls between the P-CI'EC and the Qvaat E D I  

implementation team were open to the ROC TAG. E k T t  q ,= 

meeting minutes, project plans, scenario an4 test 

summaries documentation and qrnestion f ~ g s  *era 

published to the TAG via rhc E-mail d r e t r i k ~ ~ i t ~ o r ;  b i 9 k ,  

MP also performed dscailr?;S a n a i y e e ~  sf 
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Qwestls ED1 disclosure dacurnentaeiun for R5Iedocs L 6 -  

7 ,  and 8 .  

Turning now to page 9, please. 

HP's review of rhe Q r e s t ' s  E2Z :lk:@rta,".? 

support included comparing doc~rnerr:a",;az t 0 ine5ustr.>- 

publications such as the a rde r ' i ng  and Bl iP, ihg I rnx; i?  +z: 

OBF, the Telecommunications 1ndustz-y P ~ r u m ,  YCIF-, cin'i 

the American standards Committee X - 1 E 4  

HP reviewed Qwes t ' s  prsduct d3:,2.1h6~-%? &GX; 

and wholesale websites, HI? a&@ phftforr+c3 ~PE$ I~Jc~ ' - I ; , c I -  

preorder, and preoxder-to-order data inte9::ktish 

analysis as well as imp le rn~n ta~ ion .  

Tur~ing now to page 10. 

WP published o u r  &%alp ss g@zrzl: 3 as th@ 

following : Documentatiun lags, queaR rcm t i ~ a l p ,  ~'NTSY 

generated system change requesu kftern aG 5 % ~  aed  ~ f = o  

observations and exceptkwns, 

Turning ZGW t3 ppagc P t ,  

I ucc!d :;kc r s  n3w Kt:rep :.+>I f ~ f " ' $ z  ~ 3 2  

major phase. the e x e c c ~ i a n  o f  the traos&s fa@ ;v->E 

KPMG Consult lng, as test a d ~ ~ i n k s k z ~ c r r ~ r .  qt::s<l l a  $ 

marketing or sales dcpar-eannt ;:;so::;a:: t ?~ :  j : r i ~ ; z :  ! - ,  

the P-CLEC operarion center  ~ 3 7 ~  P\ f i a t  :;" k:.%r.:,$, XZi i: 

test harness would then ei.;.rP, r~: i ic - , i l  , y  : z ~c..%e?~b.i * :*;.- 

transaction data back ro K"."MJ Cel-rib:-,::l Z. z 3 . f  f.3: t r ! s r i  r 
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analysis. 

Turning to page 1 2 ,  please. 

The P-CLEC submitted transactions In 

support of many of the MTP or master test plan tests 

including tests 12, 13, 2 4 ,  1 6 ,  18, 19,  and 20. And 

the full description of those tests are included there 

on page 12 . 

Turning to page 13, HP also developed and 

implemented test harness technology for successful 

execution of IMA GUI - -  that's G-D-I - -  EDI, and 

CEMR - -  C-E-M-R - -  feature function and value testing. 

Turning now to page 14. 

During the course of the test, the P-CLEC 

processed approximately 125,000 feature functions 

related transactions. If you were to look and include 

the volume test transactions, there are well over 

5 million records in the HP test transaction databases. 

knd at this point, if you would turn to 

page 15 ,  M r .  May irrill finish the HP presentation at 

this polnt. 

MR. t.lP.Y: So to summarize at a very high 

level the P-CLEC test reports and results, HP's interim 

report was published In March of Z O O 1  and covers the 

b u i l d i n g  phase c ~ f  the Pseudo-CLEC. We ~ssued, in April 

of 2001, an electronic bonding for trouble 
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HP's final reports also included four 

appendices, Appendix 4 summarizes all HP olseirvations 

and exceptions; ~ppendices B and C represent field 

comparison reports for preorder and/or order 

integration of ED1 Releases 7.0 and 8 . 0 .  And you will 

recall ihat Mr. Petry pointed out Lhat ED1 Release 7.0 

i s  bSOG 3 based review where - -  while release 8.0 is 

actually an LSOG 5 based release. Appendix D documents 

P-CLEC's expectations of Qwest's account management 

team. 

Moving to page 22: To summarize test 

rsults - -  I'm sorry, page 21. To summarize test 

results in WP's discrete reports, in the Test 10 report 

106 of 108 evaluation criteria were reported as 

satisfied. Two were reported as not applicable. 

In test - -  in the Test Report 12, 20 of 

20 evaluation criteria were report as satisfied. 

And in the 24.8 report, two of three 

evaluation criteria were reported as satisfied, one 

being reported as not applicable. 

And now moving to page 22: To recap HP's 

ROC P-CLEC effort, HP generated an extensive record 

including reports on four IMA ED1 releases, studies of 

preorder to order integration on E D 1  Releases 7 and 8, 

and actual preorder to order data integration on I M A  
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1 ED1 Releases 6 and 7 .  

2 HP tested 14 preorder functions, 17 Qwest 

3 proclucts, and five post-order functions, all consistent 

4 with the MTP1s Appendix D which laid out the test 

5 objects. 

G HP issued 184 observations and exceptions 

7 over and above chose issued by KPMG and Liberty 

8 Consulting. 

9 The ROC 271 P-CLEC activities represent 

10 the broadest scope of any 271 test HP has been involved 

11 in, HPts effort resulted in dramatic improve,nrenr.j to 

'12 Qwest's wholesale documentation and a cornprehe!nsive 

13 review of preorder to order integration. 

14 At this time we'll be happy to take 

15 questions. 

16 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Commissioners, 

5.7 anything. 

l f3 MR. MAY: Or do you want to circle baclc? 

I? COMMISSIONER DYER: No. 

20 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I'm sure you will get 

21 some soon but I think we're going to go now to 

23 Mr. Antonulc. 

2 3 (Pause. 

2 4 CHhIRMAN GIFFOPJ): Okay, I think the next 

25 plan is to go to vendor questions starting with 
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1 Mr, Antonuk. And Qwest begins, then the CLECs get to 

2 question Mr. Antonuk. 

3 And I'll remind you you remain under 

4 oath. 

5 14R. CRAIN: To make this easy, we have no 

6 questions of Mr. Antonuk. 

9 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: All right, I'll turn 

8 to my right then and ask the CLEC table, broadly 

Y denominated, if they have any questions. 

10 MS. TRIBBY: I have a couple, Your Honor. 

11 EXAMINATION 

12 B Y  MS. TRIBBY: 

13 Q. Good morning, Mr. Antonuk. 

2 4 A .  Hello. 

15 Q. Are there any PIDs that are still being 

16 audited by Liberty Consulting? 

1': A .  There are a small number which I don't 

18 have at hand. None of them were test-required PIDs, 

19 bur rhere are several that remain outstanding. 

2 1) Q -  Do you know when the audit of those PIDs 

2 i  will be completed? 

2 2 A .  I don't have the schedule. I think 

23 the - -  the expectation was all the work was within our 

24 control was scheduled to be eminently completed. What 

2 5  I'm not sure is whether we're still awaiting any 
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document by Qwest. But I think that's probably 

something that Bob Stright could - -  could give you off 

the top of his head Wednesday or at a break I can find 

out this morning. 

Q .  Will there be a subsequent addition to 

the written report when that work is completed? 

A. There will be release reports in the 

event that they are released. 

What I guess has probably not been 

decided is what to do if we reach a situation where we 

have some that are unreleasable; because it is not my 

understanding that we anticipate a full scale 

supplementing of the - -  of the original report. 

R And you are not sure if those reports or 

those supplements will be out this week or not? 

A. Iarnnot. 

Q. Thank you. 

MS. TRIBBY: That's all I have. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD : Ms. Dobernec~k, 

anything? 

MS. DOBERNECK: No, I don't. 

MR. DIXON: No questions on behalf of 

Worldcorn, thank you. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Ms. Jennings-Fader? 

MS. JENNINGS-FADER: Nothing from 
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2, advisory staff, thank you. 

1 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Well, Mr. Antonuk, I 

3 don't thinlc anyone has much to ask of you. That means 

4 you did a thorough job or Mr. Stright is in big 

5 trouble. 

6 THE WITNESS: Whatever the reason, I 

7 appreciate it. 

9 If it meets your pleasure then, if I 

9 could be excused, I would. 

1 0 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Please. 

1 Z THE WITNESS: I would be even more 

22 pleased. 

S.3 Thank you. 

2 4 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Now I think next we'll 

15 take questions of MTG and you, Mr. Center. 

16 Welcome back, Mr. Center. 

17 Mr. Crain? 

18 MR. CRAIN: Once again we'll make it 

19 easy: We have no questions of Mr. Center. 

2 0 MS. TRIBBY: Nor do I, Your Honor. 

2 1 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Ms. Doberneclc? 

2 2 MS. DOBERNECK: I just have m e  - -  is 

23 chis on? 

24 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Yes. 

25 MS. DOBERNEGK: I guess so. 
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A EXPiMINATION 

1 BY M S .  DOBEF2TECR: 

3 Q. Mr. Center, it's actually precisely the 

4 same question I asked you last week, which is just a 

5 poins of clarification on your presentation this 

5 morning which was Exhibit 1. At page 5, under MTG, 

7 there is a second bullet point stating that MTG managed 

E overall schedule and quality; and to clarify this 

5i record, could you please state what you meant or how 

10 you were using or how you were intending to describe 

3.1 W G ' s  rale with respect to the use of the word qual.ity? 

3.2 A. As you all know, there were four vendors 

13 involved in the OSS test. The actual testing vendors 

I 4  were KPMG, HP, and Liberty Consulting. These four 

15 vendor - -  or the three testing vendors had separate 

26 roles as directed by the ROC. And the :reason that the 

17 ROC wanted the three separate vendors was to try to 

18 ensure thac the ROC itself had visibility down deep 

1 9  z n t o  the process, which was achieved. 

2 0 The other side of that coin was that 

I: there were three - -  the three separate vendors - -  and 

22 in parricular there was HP and KPMG doing the b u l k  of 

23 r h e  testing, and Liberty doing the auditing. And the 

24 challenge from a quality perspective was to try to 

25  assure that the whole, when you added up KPMG's efforts 





3 and HP's efforts and Liberty's efforts that the 

2 challenge was to try to assure that the whole at least 

3 equaled the sum of the parts; and hopefully that we got 

9 some synergies from the interaction of the vendors. 

5 And the quality assurance role that we 

6 played from time to time was to try to see that those 

7 pieces fit together with respect to, for example, the 

P contributions to the IWP or the integrated work plan in 

9 m a k i n g  sure that all of the tasks were covered and none 

16 of them were covered redundantly. 

I 1  Q. Thank you. 

12 MS. DOBERNECK: I have no further 

J Z qurst ions. 

14 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Mr. Dixon? 

15 MR. DIXON: Thank you, Your Honor. 

16 EXAMINATION 

1 7  BY MR. DIXON: 

Z t7 Q. Mr. Center, I have one question: It. 

19 Relates tu the fact that the executive committee and 

20 the steerlng comrnlttee on March 28th, 2002, issued a 

21 decision whereln the executive committee and steering 

22 committee directed MTG to continue taking an aggressive 

23  role in identifying and resolving issues in open 

24 observations and exceptions. 

2 5 I just wanted you to explain briefly 
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i wherher MTG followed that direction and to what extent 

2 WTG modifled any procedures or actions it had taken 

3 prior to that March 28th decision. 

4 A. MTG's role continued to be aggressive. 

5 And to my knowledge there was no change in how MTG 

6 managed or contributed to the observation and exception 

7 process issues. 

a Q. Thank you. 

9 MR. DIXON: I have nothing further. 

10 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Ms. Jennings-Fader? 

13. MS. JENNINGS-FADER: Thank you, 

12 Mr. Chairman. 

13 Nothing from advisory staff. 

14 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: And, Mr. Adams, feel 

15 free to jump up if you feel disposed to say anything. 

16 I'm sorry I forgot you lasr time. 

1 '7 MR. ADAFZS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

18 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I noted from your 

19 prefiling you didn't think you would have questions 

2 0  h e r e .  

Anything, Commissioners? 

COMMISSIONER DYER: No. 

COMMISSIONER PAGE: Nothing. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I don't think we want 

25 t~ say anything or aslc questions of our own 
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,& Thank you, Mr. Center. 

3 THE WITNESS: Thank you, Chairman 

4 G i f f o r d .  

% CHAIRMESJ GIFFORD: I will. propose right 

t now, based on a best guess, chat we go to questions of 

7 l ip,  and then - -  with the thought we might be able to 

R f i n i s h  questions of you, Mr. May and Mr. Petry, before 

9 1 t ~ n c h .  And then go to Mr. Weeks, who I assume we're 

?,O going to be spending much more time with. 

? 1 Will that work for everyone? Is that 

12 adaprable? 

X 3 (No response. ) 

14 CHAIRMAN GIFFOPJ): With that, we'll turn 

35 i c  over to you, Mr. Crain, 

16  MR. CRAIN: Sure. 

17 EXIUI1INATION 

18 BY HR. CRAIN: 

1,9 Q. On page 9 of what is marked as Exhibit 3, 

20 your presentation today, the bottom two highlights or 

21 analysis areas included preorder to preorder data 

2 2  integration and preorder to order data integration. 

2 3  Can you explain the actual work you did to build the 

2 4  integrated interface between preorder and order? 

'7 ~3 MR. PETRY: Yes, Mr. Crain. 
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HP built an order entry tool that was 

usad during conducting of the test, similar to what a 

Cl,BC would do in terms of building both a front end 

sgrstenl that sllowr, their customer service 

reg)r$sentatives to enter and access data as well as 

provide a gateway to the Qwest OSS. 

In developing that tool, we did analysis 

of the Qwest's preorder transactions and the data that 

wan respond - -  returned back in those transactions. 

We also looked at Qwest order 

transactions and data that was necessary to be 

populated on thafie orders that would have a - -  a CLEC 

would obtain that information from the preorder 

transactions that they did such as an address 

velidarion. Once you had validated the address for the 

uenrice address, that information was used not only for 

other prc~rder transactions, but also to then be 

populated on the order as the service address. 

HP's IT staff built a technology within 

our  harness to capture that information coming back 

from the preorder, hold that available to the customer 

aerice representative, and allow them to then populate 

or integrate that in a mechanized fashion into the 

order as chey were moving down to that next step. 

Q. So the actual interface that HP used 
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d u r i n y  rhe test was integrated to the extent that it 

p.4. a . s ~ ~  pzeorder information and automatically populated 

?.its order xnfotlnation with that and - -  to submit LSRs? 

b. IMR PETRY) Yes. And for clarification, 

t i tc  "autnmatiaaXl*;" is the customer service 

rapxLrsenr.ntive would have had to have selected the 

appropriate address .  This might make - -  that they were 

~ : s i n y  for chat order. 

Q. But the customer service representative 

didn't aeeunlly have to retype that information? 

A .  NQ, they did not have to retype the 

rnformntion. That is correct. 

Q A  Mow, you have two reports also mentioned 

fan - -  and I apologize - -  

MR. MAY: Appendix B, the Qwest reports. 

MR. CFUiIN: 1'11 find the page. 

M Y  HE. CWXM: 

Q. On page 20 of Exhibit 3, Appendix B and 

!%plrencb.x C; and can you explain the analysis, the field 

csmpar lnan  you clid i n  those appendices? 

MR. FETRY: Yes. In doing comparison, 

C ~ T ?  enhfysis far Appendix B and Appendix C, we took the 

r ; l . d ~ ~ ! f  t dtx~rnexation, Che IMA ED1 disclosure 

r..Tfl= L,., ~ : m r ; ? t i w x , i o r ; ,  which i s  the official Qwesc 

d n ~ ~ u m 6 n c a r l a n  f o r  that interface; we compared the Qwest 
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Bortrmcntarion against itself so that if there were - -  

you had a field that was part of an address and it was 

used in four or five different transactions, we 

ctxnpared across Qwest transactions looking for 

consxstency and format and ability to be integrated. 

We also compared Qwest documentation 

against industry publications such as the TCIF, 

TeTecumrnunications Industry Forum mechanized 

specifications; and the ASC-X-12, the Accredited 

Standards Committee X-12 standards document:ation. And 

the results of that analysis are captured in HP1s 

A~>pendix  B and Appendix C of the final report. 

Q. And what was the ultimate purpose of the 

pxeorder integration field comparison report? What was 

It intei~ded to determine? 

A. According to the master test plan, 

Serrinn 12 - -  Z believe .6, there are several - -  three 

O r  four references in the master test plan that call 

f n r  an evaluation of the preorder-order integration. 

HP conduct the analyses of these documentation to 

fulfill that a s  well as the actual implement - -  

dcvelopcd implementation that we did in our front-end 

ordering tool to facilitate actual execution of the 

C $ B C .  

Q ,  And I don't know if we have the report - -  
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-Cti!l&i rctport marked as an exhibit. If we - -  

CFiAlRMAN G I F F O R D :  1 know we filed it 

~ ~ r z p a ~ + n r  el-., ,rt;rl ~t 'B l n  this record. So I think you can 

Ire?; < ? r e  t c) t * c l c r  to i t .  

Mi?, CRAXN: Okay .  

pi' :+tF , C A R i f i :  

Q ,  Then if I look at page 39 of Exhibit B, 

., air., b , f ' P  ,h is t h e  preurder-order integration field 

ci-rcp%rlr satl r epor t  on 8,  Q ,  can you --- is this paragraph 
j , , l r  61 I . jurnn~ry uE your findings? 

R ,  (FrlTi. PETRY) yes. 

U -  Can you read this paragraph, please. 

A .  (MR. PETRY) reading from HP Rppendix B, 

rne prnurdcr ia rdcr  integration field comparison report 

&nirlysYi:~ af Qwet;t  ZPlA EDI Release 8.0, page 39: The 

srsgeat3f?risn process ic highly  dependent on the internal 

apytic~~xnn aystem(s), ED1 translator, telecom 

~xperiance, and integration experience of the CLEC. 

With Z k ~ t  stated, WPC does not feel that there are any 

:a%+iieii thaL wou7.d prohibir a CZsEC from integrating 

Qucfjr d a t a  w i t h  their internal application system ( s )  . 

TRiai  doas not  nrean that there are not issues that would 

2xi:trr CC, t 3 ~  T S : S J O I V ~ ~  between Qwese arid the CLEC but 

nzrry?l y C.t:&t these issues are not in surmountable. 

MR, CRAIN:  I have no further questions. 
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i ;~ -z**  -: :c;f C I ~ ~ V C T S  ICI:I - - conversi.on of an end-user 

2 t a r : :  ;..;.@: -%?r tj ccFrzsumcr can be from the ILEC, i.e. 

','-r"il-l, CtT&C; it can he from a CLEC to another 

.a :L1.'::, ;sr r?. can hz from a CLEC back to the ILEC, i.e. 

5 CGcGr. i n  t h S $  case. 

6 Gonveroion as is, nqleans that when the 

* " 3 %  -'a e- ,?rlc  r - T . 8 r  y e &  &-I c~nverted from one service provider to 

3 ;rr,ri-xS1:c-r- I : ~ * I . v ~  C F ~  F J X O V ~  d ~ r ,  a 1 1  of the features and 

% xaa\!c~cw;rt:eoa !.hilt i s  on that end-user's accnunt is 

i P  r s :  u i n a d  at: is i n  t b c  eonversion; changes aire not 

I "s 1 I<%*F~c!, 

X 2' Q, And did HI) cancluct such transactions in 

: i ;% 1.t r pat:? 

: 4 A ,  (MR. PETRY) Yes, we did. 

3 *+ Q ,  771ere i& also a concept known as 

$ 6  c:ili:1vera3fal1 RF: specif sd. Cauld you just generally 

i ? ~%q*brr:be t k a e  far a moment. 

! 1 )  EL. (MR. PETRY) Yes. Conversion as specified 

!*r p u g ~ i - ~ t  1h4C 19 yoti W C T * ~  converting the customer, you are 

3 ,$:o< r~rdk-tny chnr~q;jeu to their account. You might be 

,, C n%J:t r nq k d d i t  zonal faaLures, you might bc removing 

8 

I f C G ~ I , J ~ P  9rri YBV n ~ i g h t  even be changing directory listing 

P : i : t ~>? l . t i t ~~x  ?sn c ~ r  other sewices at that address. 

;i 1 ,  l ~ d ,  !.asLlby, did you encounter a concept 

' i . r ;~ i f f{  ~01s~zeriajr311 as  is with changes? 
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V P Y ' X Y t  i tenvarsian ils is w i t h  

?ira:r:ija t Fiat IlP, f 11 its role as 

ri5$ct:rrd tt'rat, you could wake csn a 

a :%s L% ?r:?cr was far  the pr imary  

- 
B": e- .  P e:,::~c . " , s t  : :nr :;;.r PIG, inr3g d i , s t snce  company or 

i t i i+ rca~-:.+; j:~:*;"if-~ i n t - g x ' e ; ~ ~ h ~ ~ i l $ ~  carrier, IIPIC,  on a 

- v < $ I  p4 ni3 fawt urzi - Lased chslrlge a could be 

, .%,*SS v"e. \" . ; ; i t+$p?tdi : \  I $ ,  

i + f, i ~ i i f ; d  1 &kt5 LL) t t ~ r n  to t h e  i,ssue of - -  

:5 *i&-ec &J:T;  teS L ' r ~ ~ b l ,  i 8ki~;tl)id say, cfisct~ssed, 

5 ;.a r ; ~  s ., 01 iftar i i lrr?. ;~rwt r a n  f o i  j r r s t  a mamet'lt . Did 

, - $I@ ~ - l i  : B ~ T  C J ~ * I ~ ~ \ ~ C I .  f,:t*eit;~rdfr K O  order  transaction 

/ ' 4 $ W d % , i ; j r  

x A ,  i M # .  P?:TRY\ we - -  an daeumanted in HPt& 

2b41'fidt41-$ ''4 & a?ks'l C ME8 d i d  . davalop%d technology to do 

$ s @  - 4  I.& f?:-$$ey I t r C ~ q r ~ a ~ , I ~ r l .  Vlllt? ciirl not canduct a 

eyer : x r sr 1 st%$ r;: ! r~ ",v't cha t  but \#a developed the 

r-apkJ>,, :-Q- &."ii$ rhwi t,~fwd char cnpabili ty w h i l e  

,+uii'z~~:,r ,"., $ !+DC *+b?$?nl' t b i f ~ $ ,  Tczt 2 2 ,  and submitting 

u ~ . T - ; . C %  , .  ;?, ! . : ? ~ : g ~ i : , ~ :  t ai' t i l t -  c:arher tests. 

-* 2 % 

*..,-, 5143~ 22  atrtd 2.1 of your Exhibit 3 you 

1 )  6 'l.t*31t~?i. -f-r;a~nb~\c?r I ;i order lntegratl ion Qn both pages. 

, , ~ i i x :  'jSjC1 ;+ G ~ ; ~ T ~ C C Y  ~7t:t: to those pages ,  

I T  A J T  r, t * ~ f i f 3 ~ L : t  ~ : C J  page 2 2 ,  YOU indicate in 

- : p ! , rsz";:: L:E :et. y r { . j $ l i !  , t i z r  L+~st serrtence - - actually 
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- , r~ -:IT$ ;as b?ei' EI.LWE rhf: i a s t  ,,- the last line, it 

; l : = % r  r r e p  f i * ~ b &  f rct~: next  to the last line - -  that HP 

; : ~ J= :YF~  a$ a:: <%:: ?3rx: ens ive rccsrd inciading certif lcation 

4 ta..~ ,. r - .  ,, - atiff 9ci;lg to  e k l p  - -  preorder to 

: -p : f r ; :  ,]&:.a : ~ : ; t ~ c ) t - ~ t  bil XIdA EDI  Releases 5 . 0  and 7. 0. 

4: ---*. - ,  , pvi, i  f i s w  w h e t %  I ' n :  rmfcrr ing rri that first bullet? 

i c  IKF . P6TBY1 Yt;r:, I do. 

$,% f f  i t i nde r s t and  your  statements earlier 

1 sr+ $9@'$" : f i t  Rxklb;? 3, chose two releases 6.0 and 7.0 

n x ~  tarxed upor; Lota! Service order' Guideline Version 3; 

: w e  L si::pt yqct" 

2 2  
d - A ,  I M R ,  PETRY) that is correct. 

; :t y. k t l  r ' i g h t .  It would then appear that HP 

' - 4  sF:d nitic: :*r:\ndrlr:r any t e a r i n g  of LSBG Version 5. 0 based 

Idrj r r; " ~ 9  s te l  grncnt Prr page 22 of pieorder to cixder 

:+ : ~ i : ~ i $ , r g z ~ & t ~ ;  that Correct, for the ROC test? 

2%. IMP PE'f'RTi r 1 would like tu add some 

@ = ; ; 5 7  f:l(,.r&t.:i:trt: to L ~ W E .  The HP Appenuix C describes the 

&x-~,: ; $ + : a  Lka"  w.3:; done1 t o r  I M A  ED1 Release 8 . O .  This 

- , -: 2:::: l i : ~ : l . ~ t  w x t h  what was done on release 

.* 1 '" r 

i i T  :nip1 u:mkint e d ,  rn ourr front end orderino 

' i;.gqitd.n, %he ~'ycr~iab inct:yratian for Release 6.0 and 7.0. 

. q  WI- r j l r l  r.u!:, .trr!plement that for Release 8.0 

~ G T : - & , ; S Y  i jfr!  j' t.k!c volume Pacudu-CLEC: was - -  HP only 
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i '~~, i t-- t  scin ",~PB*: tiqS:t ~ r t  Rr?; iaalue  8. 0 v i a  ED1 

ait<l Ihera t.ii~s not: a t e s t  

.-p-1'#b,''7s,*$.- : - t l '  ;&+ f i _ ~  ff<' :jll,*: , 

- - h..; l ! * a :  --:- it;%: bob wllre i f T C A I ~  ba i l  

$.::?a" ; ~l*r;;sb T :rcaxd *in'i~ cay i s  Ithat WP 

.I:: i. !:=,a t i l a  xfo i u~i\c or w h a t  '9 known 

J.- - ! r e  - + E d -  i? : $ ~ f i :  i i j : ; 1 ~ l i $  t h a t  h~ C:QLrOL"t;? 

f & -,c@ WE:'?*Y r TP;a ;lt *+tau l d k ~ c ,  corrcl:c t . 
i;; P u t  t rrs!. kZP dhci r113~ !.cL;~: vb?t'si~pn - - LSOG 

I&#* I P ~ ~ : I P D B Z L I Z ~ ~ ~  e e r t t ,  for e,~ampl.e. 

151%~ 3E"E"lsYI TirzrPain - &  wa clld ' t es t  LSOQ 

:Pa l we t:<%n~uc~.b$d t a u t  i rig i n  relcaae 0 . 0 ,  

\,. * ', a ><*rip $-+e@ ?a, l2 :, z $lr~~j&ct, t~I .~l ) i  

; e Atrd wrih c . : o F : ~ u c ~ : ~ s ~  X?,BT t e s t i n g  for one 

: F , B " n 4 u  'L, J,UW&BC ~ i b ~ r d k : ~ !  I Z  ty, $11 8 .C wl~are we were 

: f c.zie.l*,tr i? ic& Z%,i$:;r.,.ai:'r;iral~~ 113117 bbh&lf, of s pdr t ic ipa t l i lg  

7,:t:f 831 { i ~ f l t  c~!, r.r.: $$$I@?~BV 8 . ( t  . 

- 3 'U !!hj t.hat .ir;iruld @@ax1 f a r  that one product 

* 3 Z-r i , i ? s f i  C'LG' >*%:ti ~ . ~ i l d  $i t:a$tr t r - t~ t .ed  LSOG V e t ~ i ~ n  5 for > s 

rY!t* PGTFY: Cr-trrcci. Aa w ~ 1 . i  as  a l l  of 

j :  A:).'! L 'N.%T; Socusiny - -  but t t la t  

- e i r tr  i-t_djki:tg i !ain~lir io; idl~ry 



Z lux? P c T ; t Y !  R I ~ I I L  . 

1F -9.; npyx.?sst3 t r i  f ut'rct i o n d  l sty or 

,r*; 1 

a .* 1 k*"J 
$8 p'?' 9 '< ' f2r:i retct . 

I - *in& nZ!i~dcd Ln r h e   fa:^ you were testing 

i 
i? :MP PPTPYi t a r r cc t ,  We used the Qwest 

617 r ~ i  {."': ap4-t ishfit,r+rX.i w h e ~  WE referred to GUI l*.hich is 

'~;S?.C&:~';P; barll a prcurdcl- czsrnpunent and/or 

t : p  $1 fm&t; ardcr cr>mponant, as well as 

bt - .z r t -k  4 G ,s f&r ,  l, t t,y-i>anct% di  1-ectrory 1 . i s t ing  component. 

.Atit? B 5 . i ~  lrvy kt14 lunct:i.onal test, did EIP 

i - e "- E ~c* '8 : t ' i3e~t -~$: t==  informat ion at: the ti.rnc that an 

T r;zsb? :*t*@Qei: ~ , r  k r , ~  @ c ri t: ? 

{ M V .  IWTRl ' j  Yss, it: did. 

fs-% 

"? 5rd  HP fbnrl that: Owest's documentation 

W F # ~ S  LL,P $ i l ' t ? O ~ f A b ~  to order integration? 

r i  
i J kt- FE"TRb'j Q ~ l r  resulLs are documented in 

$1. ~-;---~%t ; , J T ~ R ,  ~ X C ~ F ! K ~ O ~ \ G ,  or- m r  reports. 

?- r ; $ 4 3 ~ ~  are* yau famillax- wi th  the concept of 

: a  $ + ,j . A -  2 $3 ; . g - g ' "  

a -7 ~t ;bqP pE"P'pYI Yea, L am 

2 >$),y dox?? L ycsa derr,crrbe for the record 



s ,?:$* s c v . i c  b - &,j-wLh ,pas,s. play  i;! chc preorder-order 

4'ri: ~ c g ,  a? ;,.i;i f.i~*:t;a~~ f a+., 

p? :HE, PCTZY: ParZslulq is t h e  term used t o  

#4 J - $ - ; ~ $ ' R  a p > r d w 8 h  by which you may take a l a r g e  amount 

? raia~iucf !J sJ - ar scelrriagly u13structused 

* ,$,a- ,.i R-", 'l f t: 2 i f 0 ~ ' ~ i  I r-.!:a compol?ent p i e c e s  t h a t  you 

* 'r*% 'wr :PL t?r f lirz'ni on d f i e l d  type of l eve l .  

:kwca? prr;,.rjcies i n  their ED1 i n t e r f a c e  a 

L r . ~ t 4 3 : f i t  P Q F V ~  QF ~$:CJU~ZO{.:, a CSW; t h e  xesponsle t o  t h a t ,  

.ac T a g :t+. - cstwi; b.~i' l i  AS a P B T S F . ~  C53[2, meaning t h e  d a t a  

+i7 ia~~a& b.re4 bi-crk:$ri rmt: RC', t h a t  this8 i~ a - -  t h i s  is  t h e  

srk.r~;**:.jd;ia; ' f ~ e l d ,  Yoit may get a universal s c ~ r v i c e  

-r  9 + r  ;';.~"i* rr; rtt.taC' rlmc j dcnci  f iaa  your f c a t i , ~ r e ,  Call 

ro?*%ra icg  Cat i -wq~. t r ing ;  t h e  additional d e r a i l s  on 

7 fte' b. i X T  680Q b:a~rle: back i n  a parsed f o r m a t .  

&bat Ms. Uixon is refarring t o  i.s then  

- s%&: : e  ,i :EL+: r f ; i j x ~ i @ u f i l  - - @,trose individual data f i e l d s  

- l i r b i ~  ::~-r::, id) 5 -  ~ Z : I L ~  t t i e n \  i n t ~  a subsequent order t h a t  

1 ~ ~ 1  t h a t  customer ,  

ii: 2 , t i  drW4 aria2 y s l s  work and development 

: , . , . i  9 : : ~  ,i parsad ChiR respanse  back and 

b.;'.tij f 7 b i  ,, t !,,,i, i. r::. , r  1 i m i  t e d  numler o f  produc t s  and 

i :  3 Mowcver we d i d  no t  use t h a t  

f * : . i : :n  ! 4;:1' %]lan  sondixccing t h e  Master Test  P l a n  Tes t  

, i;rur" rl . C  r h r  test ~ C D L ~ I I ,  We took - -  had a d i f f e r e n t  
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I I P ~ Q Y " Q ; ~ C ~ ,   kit^ we did conduct that analysis and that 

2 ;~ctiial development in implementation. 

A O, And maybe just to wrap it up in one 

.L rcdprcr, whaC is the different approach that HP took? 

f A. (MR. PETRY) The second approzch - -  the 

m h r r  approach that HP took, due to the design of the 

" t e s t ,  was clrni lar  to what CLECs would do - -  may do, is 

B we ert5ctaeed ordering templates based upon a product. If 

9 yati w@rc urdarjny a resale plain old telephone service, 

iB POT$-cyl36 line, we built a template for what that order 

1: I~CISXQ Xikc For that type of service. If we were going 

1 2  ~ L R  doing Centrex, w e  had a template that was for a 

1 3  Senrrex type of order. And based upon those type of 

14  ~ c c I - x ~ I ~ ~ ~ G ,  when you were converting or doing a new 

2 5  Inatf i~llst ion and - -  that is the approach we actually 

T G  UZ$C$ in Test 12. 

17 Q. Did the Pseudo-CLEC use any preorder 

1% Snlarmatiun pro-vided by KPMG in its sales and marketing 

t a  K Y ~ X ~ P  

r L  3.i 
-2 b- A .  [MR. PETHY) KP - -  no. KPMG submitted the 

2 nrcker~ over to us, identifring very basic information 

23 a% to, this i s  the account, whether it was a telephone 

2 .  i n b m b e t ; r  or an address; if it was for, say, new service 

4 ~ n i f ~ a i i a c i c n .  What ths test case was that we had a 

2 reference point as to what type of order this would be; 
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I p e t 4  kr l r .  is-;\, wc did not use any preorder iriformation 

; prc";rie3 L:*+ i<PMG. We started with an address 

! " d : ~ :  i:t~5;3n ~ I X C Y ~  and pulled a l l  of the rel.ateci preorder 

4 ac",r;tp :;. n~f~~f i . e3a? -y  to submit an order. 

i. 2 Mr, r:rasn asked you to refer to a section 

i. :F' ; ? 1 ~  r~g3~- t : .  t W O U Z ~  like to just dlscuss the report 

::r5l, did ~ t . 1  A-i.~-ie;lna for minute, if I rniyht - -  and by 

B L:fij,t, \, *t?ex-*r~  OUT company, not the two of you 

i. i:i$:;'.id::tir1t*y. Are you familiar with the report issued 

i ;S  i n  i l r i  t n w i  t 118t: cRealt w i t h  preorder to order 

, i $n~,tpc?~'i;or~? X t  was identified as Version 4.0 and it 

14 uaza : Q S L ~ ~ : A  an - actually carries a release date of 
: H  MaSrrf : !8 ,  10Q2, 

; 4 A ,  <MR. MAX) We, we are. 

$5 MR. UIXQN: P,11 r i g h t ,  if I may approach 

:a  $ 9 ~  $%h~.i?t 

J 't A. I Y R .  PE1'F.Y) Mr, Dixon, for the record, 

:J% ?tvtrtq.h, 8th %:ti sraced before, the ROC t e a m  was in the 

' t,r:r,;tv#tb i ;  :fib dsvelopment or the production of that 

I .  *Ten. 
n * i  r , t r i - ? e *  

i - s Se wkr comments arc just based upon a 

2 i'mmrraoT:, . 

2 3 C.  I presume cursory review of that document 

; i 2~ H/IP:. you wrintcd to and with. 

z A A, I.MR. PETEYi Yes, I w a s  waiting KO see 
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i f  + -  

.a O. F I X - s t  of a l l ,  j u s t  f o r  t h e  recoird, l e t  me 

f pf.:i+;nde 4 t f ~ u  ~ i t h  arl e l e c t r o n i c  v e r s i o n  of t h e  document 

4 T ffia:~? %@fblee me; it's e n t i t l e d ,  P reorder  t o  o r d e r  

5 Inteqrat l rsn rcportr F u r  2 7 1  test  g e n e r a t o r  Arizona 

8 t : a z - p r : t  Ca~mnisaion; ancl then  1'11 r e f e r  t o  t h e  

k3otram which r e f l e c t s  t h a t  it i s  Final. Version 4 . 0 ,  

E ~ a i e a s e  d a t e  3 / 2 8 / 0 2 .  And i t  c a r r i e s  the name HP on 

f t !?e autf8J- pago. D o  you s e e  f i r s t  what I'm r e f e r r i n g  

1 p  tiGL> 

Y f  A .  ( M R .  PETRY) Yes. 

X 2 A .  (MR. MLY)  Yes. 

t 3 Q, Have you had an o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  look a t  

5 4  t i l i r a  rcporc a t  l e a s t  i n  some fash ion  b e f o r e ?  

13 A, (MR. PESRY) Not p r i o r  t o  t h e  Washington 

$ &  Fai~arrnij. 

! 3" O .  iznd t k t e  Wasizington hear ing  d i d  i n  f a c t  

18 o~*rL".tr; hefore e l t i n  hear ing .  

5 :'J A .  ( M R .  PETRY) That i s  c o r r e c t .  

3 2 ,"' .*I . %c t h a t  might have been your  f i r s t  

:'b nairrcducrlafi co t h l s  r e p o r t  was i n  t h e  s t a t e  of 

q - i+&$iit~r;gron? 

4' ,F A .  (MR, PETPY) C o r r e c t .  

:i s V, I'm going t o  ask you t o  f o c u s  f o r  a  

= tr:avr!cnt aa page 8 atr' t h a t  report. 
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MR. CEAlN: And I guess I would object 

2 T:Z$;~L .B ~ t r a  extant we don't have the copy nf the 

"icpel-P :r; rrh.: r e t a rd  and copies of those - - that report 

4 ?.**: 4C713-k it% tt2day. T'm goinq Lo object to hirn referring 

% zd:. so%~ef.$afng wn the computer. 

I: Z 3 R .  BIXQN: Your 14onor, the report 

* >$,, , . , 3 t , ; l i ; i ~  , :<hat, appcars to be a professianal opinion of 

% c:brn~~;j~ty I v ~ h n t  therr~ to it read into the record 

a an4  air+, t.llr:m i f  they agree ~,arit..h i t : .  If Qwest wishes to 

f f P  g,l%': LSIZ* rd.?$ro;.t. ira thc record, T have no ob]ection. 

i " r r CEU%TRb.iAN GXFF42P.D : I ' 11 overrule the 

'< 'i , .  $2k;c=2Ernrr f 4%- Ilr)r$. Why don' t you proceed, Mr. Dixon; 

% , i - tun4 :f efr zzecd t o  gcr the full report in the record, we 

- 4  <!Sf+ :fbk'Phjl:ly & I f  OW f o r  t h a t .  

li M M ,  DXXQN: Thank you 

's r: What I ' v e  done is highlight in yellow a 

3 ";i gh&rsgsayh, T would a s k  either of you to read that out 

$ f f z ~ ~ d  'Inr,c> &Yne record slowly and t h e n  I'll ask you my 

- .  (MR. MAY!  Okay reading from that report 

: .+did 8 :LC Sclcscr?d paragraph: It 1s HP's professional 

, % , , -.I .:i;i.~+ti kilit;~il U ~ D I I  I ~ S  revlew ct Q w e s t  documentation 

- I  t:4'l: 6 ?'':;F! re isE.jC parslccf would be a somewhat 

, s : - r : ,a i lwr ;< i : i+~~ ~ r t i , l  cornplcx undertaking for a CLEC wlth an 

ti-.: 3r1zv51 1 ra:, rechnnlogy team that was not experienced in 
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Z ED: dcs'sIs;rjsmeni, other al.tcrnatives would be to 

+T*.T ,.j *< "- U' .-, ,,. nl::, t h -  tip-talopment. of the ED1 interface t-hrough a 

1 FFZL';C:P Y A Z : ' C ~ ~ U  or purchase a third-party so1ut:ion from 

G p"4 vandbz i:-:!icki &e T6;lcordi.a. Thcre  will be a ~iumber of 

_. 
I rzstiez that wlll have to be clarified by meetings with 

i;*esq*. lrawavcr n CLEC with the appropriate resources, 

'" iur,da::ry, t ~ m c ,  ant3 planning activities can build a CSR 

B PI;> 1,SP pnt.z:ir~g 3h t e r f acc .  

8 ,  Q DQ you have any rnore - -  do either of you 

13 k&va nrty reason ta want: t e  louk alt this report because 

1 4  b&ur ant linaL question and I'll leave you. 

2; A ,  tb'iR, MAY) No. 

1 %  Q .  'Phank you. 

15 Gentlemen, based on HP1s evaluation of 

I".-.~-trl.rsrurrr ta order integration in the ROC test do you 

$ 4  h$rPe wzEl"ithe opinion you just read into the record 

$9 tr~?n,l Eke Ayj%on& report? 

1 -! W .  f l i fR,  PETRY) We woulid agree with that 

; pi>) &?j~dpf !  

,: i.1 CI T would like to turn to the standalone 

,1 t 4 * p ~  en-r  runmt?nr also known as SATE - - without a U. 

A - &id wc Ire Clfli~le with P K B O ~ C T ~ Y -  to order integration. We 

I S  ) . ~:: i l ' t  y;! back tr:, t h a t  - -  at least I won't. 

,- J A?-e you ready, Mr. Petry? I noticed you 

2. e a : ~ ~  ilippjng pages. 



E x l ~ ~ b ~ t  LN-OSS-54 

101 

* 
i' I:3d !5P eondacc any t r a n s a c t i o n  t e s t i n g  of 

; a,,..-+ ,, -%,,r - A M + L  ? :pcsi<ici ik ly for the ROC OSS t e s t ?  

j3, i N R .  F.:Ak'i No, we did n o t .  

& i3 t3:d WF test what i s  kr~own a s  t h e  V i r t u a l  

! il?l~?c5.:;lt,"iff!:=: Center Knowledge TrsLtiator , a l s o  known a s  

" '&-6{3'7, 

- h ? M P  . PGTWY 1 No, we d i d  n o t .  

9% d 13r> you have  any unders tanding of what 

V : ? i  : 1%- tlnd 1 "11 use the acronym i n  view of t h e  - -  

. " 
q p - . : ~  essW idsnti X fed wflat the acronym means i f  t h a t  ' s  

i ; &r'fPq:: ~ t ' i l t - .  

I_ j_ 

p . ,  . i M R ,  FETRY) Just i n  c u r s o r y  knowledge of 

1. ;t Mr d ~ d  nac k~se  t h e  SATE environment t o  conduct any 

;n3 fi.l *;:~l- C ~ ~ T S % ~ S C B C L Q ~  a c t i v i t , i e o .  So . . . .  
2 i: C, When yau were conducting t e s t s  i n  g e n e r a l  

5 ;  -zi:Yi:,'aTi"iri$ W E  -2 - - I'm done w'llrh SA.TE f u r  now - - do 

I=, *+ ,8 - , h  . t , , , -d>  I ~.~htit-h$r. t e a t  requ i red  a f u l l  s e r v i c e  a d d r e s s  

:s: ,t; I , : F : J c ~  x f u  :nrgrdtm n rer,ail customer t o  t h e  

.; : + - j t - d , i r l +  t - :in : n;j UEJE- $J? 

L' 
,a t I MP . PETRY 1 Yes . 

! : r &!LA - - 
%. > ., te A, it.!!?. P2'6RYi C l a r i f i c a t i o n  - -  t h a t ' s  a 

.: c . , 5  + ii'ijjd )ct: a i l d x - ~ ? ~ ~ .  

L -2. C ,  7'ftank you. 1: a c t u a l l y  d i d n ' t  r e a d m y  

7 -' . . l:p3;.:-f ;it:; l i ~ - a p f r ! : r  t j u ~  t h a n k  you f o r  c o r r e c t i n i ;  t h a t .  I 



1 :7 +d f i,* ' 4 3 '.t{Q 1 1 

.+% 
1 i<? your  knowledye, does Qwest allow 

e*raf2:.~hr;n ~3 Qwcct retail custamer to a CLEC such as 

4 fh*  F"l.t"'~iifl"*f':,EC sfjleljr by entering the customer's name 

" AS:.-! : r  i t*y4j:s;.;c n;ra\ber :' 

1. ii, !MR. PFTRY] No, they do not. 

1 7  you know, it's my understanding that 

?: * j l # t f ~ j ~ ; .  i> \>S i  n e ~ l z ~  r u l e r )  state that a CLEC- to-CLEC 

.ji ! * B - - >  , s l : d r  fir ran ff,\.tgg 'are cotr~pleted as  I$. Are you familiar 

i G  +d*ipt?, i l ir) '  of th:~'; transactions - -  
S C 
L 3 h. (MR. FETRYj Yes, 1 am. 

% 2 1s it your understanding that that would 

k t  mealr .(;iidt ~ f :  cz C U S ~ O I I I ~ S  wants to transfer from CLEC X 

k ''rs i:52BC i", for exanrple, j.n order to do so all features 

+ !  v?~.:srrid i i . - ~ ' ~ r r  C C ~  kept  intact? 

3 i_ A. {MR. PETRY) That is a correct statement. 

3 ': . I have no further questions of HP. 

: ls MR. DIXON: Thank you, Your Honor. 

1 +- C"II:IIFIPW GIFFORD : Ms. Tribby? 

EXMIINATION 

> .  
, 4 M6 'TK1RSY: Good morning. 

'I a M R ,  PETRY: Good morning. 

i t. MS. TRIBUY: We discussed last week in 

& vi.*a?,iaqt <>:I Obsorvariun 2 0 8 0  by HP in the ROC test that 

+ 2\33 r: ;fa v:th Qwest :s standard interval guide. Do you 



~ec~1i . i  f:hat? 

MR. PETRY: Yes, I do. 

MS. T R I B B Y :  Officially that observation 

r l ~ t c r r ~ i n e d  t h a t  the documentation for Qwest's standard 

i ,,. ' , - = - ~ 4 1  ,. xr =, , n . g u i d e  was inconsistent and unclear in terms of 

haw T ~ P  b u s i n e s s  rules were applied; is that accurate? 

MR. PE'X'RY: That is correct. 

MS. TRIRRY: Now as part of that analysis 

an w~ discusoed last week, HP did not attempt to 

ititsr'eumina ncrr make a finding about whether Qkrest was 

&ppi)l:,ng ~tandarcl intervals for CLEC customers at 

y ~ r i t y  wsrh how it applies those for retail customers; 

if; ctint carrccr: Y 

MR. PETRY: That is correct. That was 

rmr i r :  our scope. 

MS. TRIBBY: bid HP have personnel that 

w c k ~  workir~g - -  that were working on both the ROC test 

8316 L h p  As1 zona test during these test processes? 

MR. MAY: A very certain limited number 

af  paal:tle. 

MS. TRIBBY: Did that occur throughout 

$he scat ar ac  various times during the test? 

MR. MAY: Um, in one case you might say 

rr was aver the whole lifespan of the engagement; in 

a t h a r  tanas it was ve ry  limited towards - -  towards the 



end.  

MS. TRIBBY: Thank you. That's all I 

have. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Ms. Doberneck? 

MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

EXAMIIJATION 

MS. DOBERNECK: I would like to ask you a 

f e w  questions about slide 14 of your presentation this 

morning. 

MR. PETRY: Yes, I'm sorry, 

MS. DOBERNECK: Going down to the third 

nunber regarding order submissions, am I correct in the 

assumption that how those orders broke down between 

products was determined by KPMG? 

MR. PEXRY: That would be correct. And 

t h a t  represents original as we11 as suppleme~~tal order 

counts. 

M S .  DOBERNECK: Even though that 

information was provided by KPMG, can you give me a 

breakdown by percentage between the various products 

that constitute that 11,000 number? 

MR. PETRY: N o ,  I could not. 

MS. DOBERNECK: Can you tell me which 

products were included? 

MR. PETRY: The list of products that we 
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5 eercified are included in our Test 12-A report. 

2 One moment, 1'11 get you the - -  if you 

3 look in HP's report, Test 12-A, page 12-A - -  12-A-12, 

4 ynlt will. see a chart that defines the preorder that 

5 actually starts - -  it is Table 12-A-1.2, P-CLEC 

& preua.derjosder transactions. This describes all of the 

7 p r e a r d ~ r  activities as well as the order activity that 

8 Wds used during the test and which - -  whether it was 

9 done in TMA ED:[ and IMA GUI; and would which releases 

X Q  it was applicable to. 

11 MS. BOBEKNECK: Getting back to that 

22 l & , O C l O  number, you stated that it was comprised of both 

X3 or ig ina l  and supplemental LSR. 

3 4 MR. PETRY: Correct. 

2 5 

16 

3 

I tl 

19 

2'2 

2 1 

2 3 

. - 
2 3 

2 4  

25 
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1 Q Do you know the percentage breakdown 

2 between original and supplemental LSRs or if you don't 

3 know where I might be able to find that. 

4 A It's now contained in the HP report. 

5 I don'tknow offhand. 

6 Q Turning to the order responses. By 

2 using the phrase "order responses "are you identifying 

B things such as FOCs or SOCs? 

9 A Yes, I am. in the HP report on 

19 page 1 2 - A - 1 3 ,  the last portion of the table that I 

f 1 refez-enced prcvi,ously that identifies the post quarter 

2 responses and that is what we're referencing on 

13 s l l d e  14 in Exhibit 2, that includes completions, 

3.61 jenpardies, LSRQs, LSR status queries, FOCs, as well 

25 as s t a t u s  update transactions. 

1 6  Q Even though there's an indication 

17 at 1 2 - A - 1 2  for a completion, is that referring to a 

18  completion notice as opposed to the delivery of an 

39 actual WGE? 

".& - 
,., h; A That is the completion in terms of the 

+? C 
,L sexVLfice order completion, or SOC, that is returned 

2 ,  " . back Lo the CLEC. 

2 3 Q Now, my understanding with regard to 

24 orders that were placed and then provisioned is that 

-, ,, P r h r  s r r t l i c e s  ordered by the pseudo-CLEC and that were 
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acrually completed rel.ate to UtIE-P resale and LNP; 

2s that right? 

A For the provisioning component, 

!: would defer to KPMG. They conducted test 14, the 

pr-avlsianing test. 

c3 Finishing up that area. Of the 11,000 

order submissions that you reference at slide 14, do 

you know what percentage were actually provisioned? 

A No, I do not. 

Q X don't recall whether it was you 

or Mr. May who stated as part of the pseudo-CLEC 

experience that the pseudo-CLEC executed an 

inr,crcot~~~ection agreement. Do you recall that 

p-23z-t ion of your original presentation? 

A yes.  

Q Included in the interconnection 

agreement was a rate sheet ta determine the amount 

that the pseudo-CLEC should pay for the things it 

ordered; is that right? 

A I would have to go back and confirm, 

but I believe it ' s, as well as the - -  yes, we did 

receive a rate sheet, for the products and services. 

P It was not, though, the pseudo-CLEC's 

respnrls~bility to determine whether the rate sheets 

provided by Qwest were actually accurate and correct; 
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is that correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q During the existence of the 

pseudo-CLEC, it did go through some rate changes that 

were initiated by Qwest through rate notification; is 

that right? 

A That i.s correct. 

Q But it was not part of the 

pseudo-CLEC1s task to determine whether the changed 

rates were correct or accurate, was i.t? 

A No, i.t was not. I would defer to KPMG 

for their billing test for that type of a question. 

Q Was it part of the pseudo-CLEC's task 

to determine whether the rate notifications or Qwestls 

nicthod in doing that were consistent with its 

interconnection agreement? 

PI (by Mr. May) No. 

Q During the - -  does the pseudo-CLEC 

s t i l l  have a current interconnection agreement or is 

c h a t  all wrapped up? 

A (by Mr. Petry) The pseudo-CLEC is 

currently still an operational entity 

c2 Did the pseudo-CLEC go through at any 

point in connection with billing issues or at all 

during its life as a CLEC any rate changes as a result 
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+ f  Trna? Cnmmlssion orders with any associated 

:.:.l;c ;tp- 

A We may have been notified of them 

t n r !wgh  tthe Qwest customer notification process and 

,litrrr:t;i:xL rmanagemanc process, but we did not go through 

r h a  ; ; T ~ G P S S  o f  - -  i t  was not our scope to evaluate 

h*k,; l~ki l t=~-  07 I:S~ the true-ups actually occurred and as 

fJeferenced ta ?:he billing. I would defer that to KPMG 

X-twrr h.11 l i ~ q  test domain. 

MS. DOBERNECK: Thank you. I have no 

f i~rci.rf%x. quest ions . 

CHAIRMAN GIFFOKD: Ms. Jennings-Fader? 

MS. JENNINGS-FADER: Yes. Staff does 

h n ~ t -  scnrc questions. If 1 may have a moment. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. SE!*TtJINGS-FADER: 

Q Good early afternoon, gentlemen. 

? ~ ~ ~ X P S C C :  the? Ccrnrnission in this docket. On behalf 

al tho ad?;ssr; s r a : f ,  w e  have a very few questions to 

sy?c "u:' 3 t z  ,: ; c5~11  presentation this morning and the 

r ~ f l c - ~ c z r  - - I  :r:n,.c- z!s L ~ V  pseudo-CLEC. 

F l v c t  of all, I'd like you to turn 

~c  st 3 which is the presentation this morning. 

$ 3 ~ 5  rcppect. t a  t!mt exhibit, page 21, with respect to 

rbrst, nuna.ber 20, it notes that two evaluation criteria 
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> e k ' ?  !,e-pur:tci, i iDk  ap*~~lfcc?ble. Could you identify for 

i Q Y ,  r i6aSe w h 3 t  t h o s e  evaluation criteria were. 

t 24 t hy  M r .  May ) Don is going to get the 

Q p "?; .I ,r : ; k c \  :cl*e rn thosf! two instances they were 

r t t ; a r e d  tb-* f lox-through issues for which KPMG owned 

< t a a t  : i  wtt:eh was the flaw-through evaluation. 

" $,? wr.: daerr~ctf ~t nut  BE scope. 

% In the 24.8 report, it had to do with 

:. ~ ~ ~ j 3 1 i p l l n n ~  t, l t t l ~  ovalua t ion, and when we came to look 

i 9 3  

L J  a* :k4t, j t  t u r n c d  o l ~ t  thar Qwest had an a,utomated 

1 ?  V ~ ~ C F  r~hspanae system which rendered that analysis 

2 i ~ r ~ i e ~ ~ ~ n e ,  

:, I ri (by Mr. Petry) Point of reference. 

4% THa % t r n t  ancs fo r  test 10 are in the HP test 1 0  

% 6, rag-"t't. page 1 0 - A - 5 6 ,  and the test cross-reference - -  

%-La B ~ C E P  teat cruus-reference is 10-4-8. The second 

-3 r 
t crass-reisrencc is on page 1 0 - A - 5 7  and it is 

1% fro?A?$~relerenccd 10-4-11. If you'll give me 

! - 10 ~a;t:ando crt the clock. 

- . r  
4. Q G O .  

? v 
r T k MP test report 24.8, it's on page 

i L 24  H w k 3 d  nnd che t e s c  cross-reference is 2 4 . 8 - 1 - 1 .  

%& a Q Thank you, gentlemen. With respect to 

A - .- i ? f k :  tranJMcrzon tests w h ~ c h  HP undertook, did it do 

'i ; . , ~4n,  i r ~ ;  cropeuabifit:y testing? 
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1 ;;r Yes, it did. All of our certification 

2 t+::tlvltles were dcne in the interoperability and 

3 certification test environment. 

*I C Just for our purposes, looking up the 

5 recard, could you give us the cltatlon where the 

G '2ndrngs with respect to that interoperabil-ity 

w*  P rarlsacttion testing is found. 

kt EL It's not necessarily a finding. 

9 X t  voulcf be - -  if you look at HP's interim report 

10 which describe the activities of the pseudo-CLEC, 

51 it is described there in terms of the certification 

2 2  activities that took place and releases I M A  5.0 and 

13 6&0. I n  HP's report 12-B, we describe the activities 

14 that took place for IMA ED1 release 7.0 and 8.0, but 

15 t h e  interoperability environment was what we used in 

16 coxtducting our certification or recertification 

1.J activities. It was not a specific test that was 

?L 9 conducted . 

P 9 MS. JElTNINGS-FADER: If I may have a 

r3U molnf 2 t . 

2 -1 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Of course. 

.' ,? .' i (Discussion off the record.) 

-, "< +. -. MS. JENNINGS-FADER: We have a 

r *  I .; qucstlon for Qwest with respect to the state of the 

.\ record, if we might. 
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Advisory staff would like to know, 

Q w e s t ,  if the two reports that HP has just referenced 

are in the record. 

MR. CRAIN: We don't believe that the 

interim report is part of the record, but certainly 

12-B, which is an attachment to the final report, is 

pare of the record. 

M S .  JENNINGS-FADER: Would Qwest 

please make arrangements to have filed, with the 

Comnlission's permission, as a late-filed exhibit 

Nu, 4, Mr. Chairman? 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Correct. 

M S .  JENNINGS-FPDER: Hearing Exhibit 4 

thc interim HP interim report to which reference was 

jus: made, 

M R .  CRAIN: Certainly. 

MS. JENNINGS-FADER: Thank you. 

BY MS. JEIJNINGS -FADER : 

Q Now just one other area of inquiry. 

Cuuld you gentlemen tell the commission, please, 

whecher  HP out participated in the CICMP and/or the 

GMP monthly forums. 

A (by Mr. M a y )  Only from a monitoring 

perspective. 

Q I believe also that - -  were they also 



2 so;:> trorcd by EPMG? 

‘& A i be l l eve  s o .  

J C3 A r e  your obsen~a tzons  with respec t  t o  

8 r;?i,;t rnurl i torjng func t ion  contained i n  your f i n a l  

,r, f efir"rt? 

rj k (by M r .  Pe t ry)  Yes, they a r e .  

*+ 
I 3 Where? 

8 k They would be t i e d  i n  with - -  there  

B rcre  acveral observat ions - -  HP observat ions and 

30 rsxceptiorrs t h a t  were open during the  course of the 

? I  test a n  which Qwest ' s  response t o  those deferred o r  

d i rec ted  t h e  issue i n t o  the  CICMP o r  CMP process .  

1 3  An a ~ E G G L ~ ,  we monitored those through the  t e s t  - -  

7 s through t h e  close of t h e  t e s t  looking t o  see t h a t  

i " s rhoac i a s u c s  were proceeding i n  t h a t  a rena .  So it 

If  %~?~i,uld bc i n  t h e  observat ion and exception a spec t .  

f "  u Thank you. Am I c o r r e c t  t h a t  

1 !$4xwlett-Packard did p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  the  SA'TE users  

:ti $jrVdp3? 

'LP. * /( R No, t h a t  i s  not c o r r e c t .  We did not 

... 7 r p t r t i c i p a t e .  

2 2 0 The reason I ask i s ,  I got  t ha t  

24 ;ntnrrnation from a f i l i n g  made by Qwest - -  

Z 4 i"L (by M r .  May) L e t  me c l a r i f y .  

35 Tile ROC HI? t e a m  cild not participate i n  the  SATE form. 



x C  : - poss~ble that another team of consultants 
from HP perhaps involved in the Arizona tests or 

~ ! : s  subsidiaries may have. That may be where the 

canfusion is corning from. As far as the ROC team and 

t h e  RCC engagement, did not. 

Q Do you have any information with 

fesprct tu - -  since it wasn't the ROC OSS team, let's 

assume it may have been the Arizona-related group. 

Dn you have any information with respect to that 

gsnup's participation i n  the SATE users group? 

A We can't answer that definitively. 

MS. JENNINGS-FADER: We hope to have 

a 1 1  t h i n  questioning completed before lunch, may I 

dzrcct a question to Qwest. 

In the Qwest corporation supplemental 

comments regardimg the ROC OSS test final report dated 

;rune 5, 2002, on page 27, the following statement 

appears: "In addition, a SATE users group, composed 

at rcpressntatkves of CLECs, Qwest, HP, and KPMG, 

itleers tnorlthl y as part of the CMP forum. " 

Before we let the Hewlett-Packard 

f t 2 1 k ~  escalpe t.he questioning here, could Qwest clarify 

whetllcr the reference to HP is to the ROC OSS HP group 

or some other HF group. 

MR. CKAIN: That's an issue we will 



L a R e  end t ry to validate as quickly as possible. 

HE di;h:i't. t ia+~e an answer, sitting here right now. 

MS. JEMJINGS-FADER: As the record 

s t s n d s ,  HP representatives - -  so the record is clear, 

if L n t J r c  was an HP group participating, it was not 

c??rnu$>!., the ROC CjSS test group? 

MR. M A Y :  That is correct. 

MS. JENNTNGS-FADER: Thank you. 

Staff has no additional questions. 

Thank you f a r  your indulgence. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Any other questions 

t a r  thq gentlemen from HP? If not, we can let them go 

.if t h e y  sri des i re .  

You can stick around if you want to 

MR. CKAIN: Can we ask two or three 

aiLjt t 4  queatiunu? 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Three. 

EXAMINATION 

1i"j 5% CRi,'[l!. 

5 Regarding integration, Mr. Dixon asked 

 yo^ a ~ b o c t  t h e  oplnion of the test years in Arizona. 

Gslidjng an ED1 rnterface is a fairly complex task; 

: n & ' t  rhnr correct? 

k (by Mr. Pe t ry )  Yes. 

Cs I t  'a something that you wouldn't 
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J rsprrt someone likc me without experience to wake 

:" ::y 6:"i kflUl'tilri$J anrid say, I think I' 11 build an ED1 

S :art-tz!-ace today h u t  you would expect someone with 

4 somf? experience to be doing  that? 

?i A 'That is correct. If you want it to be 

G t:urceariiu l . 
-'t l " i  

-+L i belleve Mr. nixan read the 

8 op~rixnr! nt elle R ~ - ~ s o r s a  tfP team and it stated, and I 'm 

+> pa?-nphrsa i r~g  because I don't have it in front of me, 

59 t h a t  WP finds rhat a CLEC with the appropriate 

4 i n  3" experience can build an integrated interface using 

2 2  Ow&?: p a r t  CSR, Is that essentially your opinion 

is $33 &el,:? 

$ 4  A That  was, I believe, the concluding 

i tr  tzba ternont of that: paragrapti. 

% 6 Q You agreed with that? 

17 & Yes, I d i d .  

c Y CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: You're over one 

"" 4 
, L We're  at lunch. I think we're now 
I' I. * .. d:inl;* w-, c h  t ! t ~ l  gentlemen f rorr~ HP. 

(Witnesses excused.) 

C1.IFIIRMAbJ GIFFORU : Mr. Dixon? 

MR. DIXON: When you get a chance and 

2 '  ~ t - f  :lie record a t  some point, Qwest sent out last week 
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I ? v -  - , e w r i . - " c e  . ,  ,3:w c! I ~ P  t:ilng, and I'd like to get some 

rd:-,~~t we ' 1-P supposed to be referring 

z r - t-~ci: S;P .:s** tr11 t i 1 ~ 3 t .  I t:hauqht. X ticruld br ing t h a t  

4 :sdg tl.=, L+- '~* :P* \  T*:iiTb~ wt? ~ h ? i  dcr t h a t  over tlze luncn 

P J ~  $2  ,i i 

!. 3!F CRATP7 bie s e n t  out:, t w u  -versions? 

2.01.r DTXLVT.  YC!;. 

$' !'"bir'iPF?$A:: UTI~FOPI'I :  Why don ' t we try 

fix,:$ i *~R-I;  3irt L f r d :  BVC-I* t h e  1unck1 bTi~:~?t; . 

, 'I ?*at-'$+ CBnle back a t  1:30. 

A - 4 iltrxavh recess taken.  l 

6; ClSAl WMAN GTf.'I:C)'RD : We ' 11. go back on 

'-_I lrl:: 1t.1 : ; k i f n w z n ~  m lunch b reak .  

; % WOTC gwiny  to proceed with 

B y :  q-.at.l.:ry%qr;q ot Y P ~ I ,  Mr. W P C I C B ,  ancl 1 thinlc you 

5 4:. g~i;"l i .+f+l%~ &QC :I C' t pi~l';br;f yc~ti wotild be t h e  maill event here. 

1 -+ HE. W63K6: f had,  al:d 1 ' d  like to 

4 f 3 r : , : l i $ y e r  C l i i g r :  M t  , Jna Dcllatnrre he owurn in and 

.ii- ;:rj f . 'z~e? t i t  r.t*al i t y  with me,  much as Mr. Petry did 

-9 

3,. r a t  $33 

- - = ? titiige ~tsverwl of our cohorts behind 

,i V 
# ,  i;!~ a h % % ,  ;: i  t i l e  i n r e r a s t  of g e t t i n g  good and complete 

, f i k : + ~ ~ - ~ t  fi, t 5 t j ! 1 x i y ,  if it rj permissible, we'll perhaps 

;ri ci*irizitbaitr: r a a u c u s  w i t h  rhem co make sure we give  a good 

. ., . . *4 P r$ Jr l 
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CFUkIRMiiEi GI FFOPJ) : That sounds fine . 

Mr. Dellatorre, welcome. Good to see 

A d +., 7z.u A q h j  n. iJhy don't you state your name and 

bc t in : t t : i y  spell your last name for the record. 

MR. DELLLATOIIRE: Certainly. It's Joe 

Dellatorre with KPMC Consulting. D-e-1-1-a-t-o-r-r-e. 

(Joe Dellatorre was sworn.) 

CHAIRMAN GTFFORD: With that, we'll 

? u r n  l t  over to Owest for questions, Mr. Crain. 

MR. CRAIN: Sure. Actually, before we 

get tu t h a t ,  we'd like to address one issue that came 

up +his morning regarding the HP attendance at the 

SATE uuocv group meeting. 

I would pass this to Lynn Notarianni. 

MS. LSJOTARIAEUNI: The question earlier 

wi86 srnund who were the participants, and I think in 

col?;unctian with which of our two OSS tests did HP 

partickpate in our SATE users group which is a sub 

group o f  the CICMF that takes a look at the future 

neeus o f  our interface testing environment. 

I d ~ d  verify that in fact there 

have been three participants from HP, a Kurt Carlin, 

n Cindy Siegal, and Louise Ing, all of whorn czre 

ysrtlcipating in the Arizona testing effort in the 

cvaiuation of our SATE interface as part of the effort 
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i dow3 2 n krx xbna . 

f r  CilATRM.Q? GIFFORD: Thank you for that 

:i &:iar:f ~zat?on. 

4 Does t h a t  help you, Ms. Jennings- 

Tt Fadc*r '' 

6 MS. JENNINGS-FADER: Yes. Thank you. 

'? CILiIRMAN GIFFORD: Mr. Crain? 

8 MR. CRAIN: Sure. 

P EXAMINATION 

X O  8f MR. C R A T N :  

)I I Q Mr. Weeks, can you turn to Exhibit 2, 

1 2  your  handout today, and turn to page 5. I'd like to 

53 w a l k  through the not satisfied criteria with you and 

14 a s k  you a few questions regarding each. 

2 5 The first two on page 5, criteria 

34 3 2 - 9 - 4  and 12-9-5, relate to jeopardy notices. This 

7 "9 
3 i resul tcd, as this document stated, from a no decision 

,L& from the dual test. Can you explain the difference 

19 b+Stldsel-i the dual test used in the ROC and the single 

30 r c s r  used in places like New York by KPMG. 

-3 " ., ,i A Yes. 

2 2 As part of the statistical 

... - ,:I coilabtzrati-ve, there was a decision here in the ROC 

% t h a t  in order to he able to manage t h e  risk associated 

25  w l c l i  making an i.ncorrect inference as a result of 



Exhibit LN-OSS-54 

12 0 

d - i i ~ y  a sample as opposed to having a whole universe 

EG anzlgxe, chat there would be two hypothesis tested. 

'- r c i c  ,- frr-st hypothesis, in effect, that Qwest's systems 

*re O T  parity between retail and wholesale. The 

s e c a n d  alternative hypothesis to be tested was thac in 

lacr. enrre  was a differecce o f  some significant in the 

t ~ c t .  ?'he testing of two hypotheses as opposed to one 

i n  something that we did here in the ROC. We only 

ecs:.ecl 1x7 thx? other tests in which we've been involved 

the a;algle l~ypothesis that retail and wholesale were 

at pax;t:y. 

So it represents an attempt on part 

r f  Lha eallaborative that designed the statistical 

ap2rctarh r o  the test to manage that risk of saying 

thxngs were okay when they were in fact not. 

C' That's a test that was actually 

crdered by the steering committee against Qwest's 

wrhes ;  Isn't chat correct? 

A That's my recollection. 

Ci You mentioned earlier you may get 

fewer -jeopardy notices because of more accurate and 

murr complete or more tlmely provisioning even if 

Q w e s C  were to have missed significantly more orders in 

thms test. Is there a reason you would see fewer - -  

you might not see or you might see a relatively small 
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. F , ' + '  ~ C I ~ ~ C @ ' S ?  

i i  P : s R c  s u r c  i linderstand the question. 

: . : -?".,;ttk : i ,E< ' - i1& tiw reasons why you might get a 

.; e '  : a $  A; ;,a-t LC&: this mc?rnlnq. Are you asking are 

- * Y . F % ~  , ?* f :~?r .  ~ $ A P ~ X ? ; I G  why 5 f ~ ~ ~  might not? 

L rs 
9 Ysif . 

;+ T suppose there are a -~ariety of 

6% TF,,*~:::LP ~hjiy >i>U might nnl- get a jeopardy notice, the 

;?,:st- ,sK.:l;arr~i ut* w h i s i ?  in, Qrrtest does what it says it's 

7 .  , r < a t % :  r:;; r : -ko rn ;  t:?me . 'rhat would be the most obvious 

L I . r~*~;rr:intakii 5 3 % ~  w0t11d r io t  get one . 

% + You might also not get one in the 

i i cdt%es a d h ~ r s  Q w r n t  1s nut able to determine that they 

; g =. +a. i t ,  .cr. is* , %r:~:; your rcqulrernents on a basis that would 

. - 2" i%r .:filh r7:i?C*f:! fi-o g i v e  tiniely nutice. For example, some 

i 0 
,t * - f  :!;a ? ; n t , @ r ~ a l , ~ j  an some of the products have same day 

i t <  ?+- ,-, VL,L.*P ..t t,t rhy pravi~ianing intervals associated with 

t Ky.?', ? I $  : : ~ C G : ; C  :;'4LiCGr i t  ' S  probably not practical or 

- & :'.%!-:r.iir,le t .42 expe.i:t t h a t  the order would be received, 

: C L !  fi. L ~ r ~ ~ * ~  ~ ~ f t f ~ i - m a t  LQII generated, work done that same 

, ,t  a ;  and ?eapnrdy notrce arrive in time that would 

trr-:;. a cu?;tc!:ncs unclerstarrd that all this happened in 

.: i . , s : c i l s  day and  hey couldn't get their expectations 

. i d  :i"w', i f ~ ? ?  ~ , t j ' .  

So those would be at least two reasons 



1 c a n  t k r n k  o f .  

A, $4 [ b y  Mr. Dellatorre) To further 

3 --,.---.- , -&dl  t f z t  that-, idea of zero day and one-day intervals, 

6% ttir p ~ c ~ i l u c t  types identified in these particular 

+It c r s t e ;  i t 3 1 7  ;?re resale. and UNE-P which will typically 

4 h.;-Qfr. tnf;rrc:! int :erval$i ,  whereas for the loop products 

%:c C , L ~  =ccc:l-~e a nurnber of jeopardies and those were a 

b dl%:'ertmt: part af the evaluation. 

9 f! Thank you. Moving on to the next 

1 - 
~ i i  ~S$EE:QTX~ k ~ s t  14 cjn page 5. The first two there, 

I s  cPt r4rn~s  14-1-10 and 14-1-14, relate to provisioning 

$2 af dark  fiber and EELS. These were criteria that 

5"; resulCed from exceptions that were closed unresolved 

i Q  3 ~ ; r t  nQY. a t  Qwastts request but rather a TAG decision; 

2 ;on", t h a t  correct? 

f a  A (by Mr. Weeks) I believe that's 

$7 ct;;lrx!ect, 3: t h i n k  i f  we look back at the other 

1% suppurting material - -  let me find the reference here. 

5 . 3  1 d i ~ ~ s ' t  see etfzc reference. I believe you1 re correct 

2?1  ?~ayik~g S O ,  y e s .  

L7 1 Q Do you have your test report with you? 

0 -, * r A P have electronic copy that I can page 

2 R h r a u g k ,  y e s .  

2 4 fi Can you turn to what I have as 

2s page 1 Y"ut t thirnk yours is probably page 186 or 7, 



i':T:%Fr:a ? , 4 - 1 . 1 4 ,  

A Wnlle the machlne pages, ask your 

$tl~ir :  kc:-;: . 

C The end of this - -  this is relating tc 

",ha EEL loop prcvlsionlng issue. The last paragraph 

sf t r l i s  s e t ? . ~ o n  states that KPMG Consulting also 

Pi;:-r;*;tl4;. ~ d e r r t i f  ied inconsistencies that exist in 

t 3 w C s r ' ~ :  enhanced extended loop DS-l provisioning 

d3cumtntacion. These issues were subsequently closed 

u n d e r  r.asalved. 

My question is, isn't it the case that 

t k a : ; ~  kssces after the draft report was issul~d were 

raioakcd ar by KPMG and ultimately closed resolved? 

ir Thzt is correct. That is an error of 

f ac r  i n  t h e  final report where we've failed because of 

wark c h a t  took place between the draft and the final 

fa, i?ed to correct that sentence. 

? fi r! So l n  both of the EELS and the dark 

I - F, fabe:. pro.:; ~ i c i : i i n a ,  you originally found issues with 

2fi  twesr ' s  d,c~ncnza~ion and other things but simply 

c ~ ~ s l d n ' :  ge: e n o u g h  commercial observations to verify 

'i ' . . t bit ::hose flxss were being followed in practice; 

2 1  :w chat; correct?  

L 33 I, That's correct 

,,% F . .' ., ,a MR. DELLATORRE: For the record, we'll 
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; b- rrcrldiag cut a revislon page - -  a single page with 

; t h a t  Spcicif~c reference updated. It's test 

P C n ) +  LLA-reference " -  14-1-14 to reflect that that 

4 ckf;ervatrnn 1s now closed resolved. 

5 BY MR, GRAIN: 

& (? Moving on to the next criteria, 

* $ 4  1-34 on page 5 of your handout. This relates to 

R  ha pesfalmancc benchmark for PID OP-4C installation 

9 interval far business POTS. Isn't it correct that in 

t O  t,l:in particular criteria on retest Qwest passed in the 

I'a s@fitm"al reg:i.on but failed in the eastern region? 

S P li I'll check the report here. It should 

2 2  Gag.", 

1% C It should be approximately page 196 of 

$6 ybur repart, 

: (I A  that'^ correct. 

Y c l  Q Then if you move to 14-1-36, the final 

I k  ~ r i t e r i o n  listed on that page, it's a similar issue. 

't,B PI13 OF-4-C-4 UNE -P. 111 that criterion, unlike the 

;d criturian before, it was actually not passed by 

"3 1 ,, Qwesr in the retesting; isn't that correct? 

-7 '3 .. .,, 31 That's correct. 

3 3 0 In original testing, if you look at 

2,; ~ h a r :  page o f  the final report under 14 -1-36, there was 

2 ,  +t na31 day difference between the average to install 
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: T + P ~ * T T Z  t'etail nnci for  the pseudo-CLEC; isn't that 

; L.Z3::q?:::': 

h T h e r e  was a different differencl~ in 

~ a c , - h  of  ?ha regions in the original test. 

5 i, But i a  the central region? 

6- li I n  the central region, yes. 

$? 16's 2.6 days versus 2.1 days? 

6h A That's correct 

$2 G If yau turn back to criterion 

7F 1 4  - t - 3 3 ,  i s n "  i it correct for the same orders despite 

$ 1  rha?. sSigbc difference in average interval Qwest 

Tl A*, +, pdnui;,%aaned 100 percent of those UNE-P orders for 

1'3 t f lrz pasudu- CZEC on time? 

i 4 A Fox the central region, that would be 

1 5 tsar ~ec: t  , 

! li 0 Thank you. Turning to page 6, 

, a C ~ ' : t t x ' ~ t ) r ~  16-3-5 relates to one transaction in 

1 0  CEMB capacity testing. 

1 'I I 1  That's corre-t .  

,! .? 0 Isn't it correct that for the CEMR 

1 .  % ?ap$crtg testing there were three stages of the test 

2 ;  w h ~ c h  were che narrnal volumes, peak volumes, and 

-4 38 
; T F ~ .  r~rif i  volume? 

;! ,,% I+ That's correct. 

Q ;I, How many criterion was Qviest assigned 



1 E@ meat far each of those stages of testing? 

2 A I believe the answer was 13. 

3 (5 So 13 for the normal test? 

4 A Correct. 

5 s  a Thirteen for the peak test? 

S k Correct . 

? 0 And then the stress test was 

8 diagnostic but the results were the 13 were: reported? 

9 A That's correct. 

2 0 Q Isn't it correct that Qwest met all of 

21 thoae 13 measurements in the normal test? 

12 A That's correct. 

13 Q And that Qwest met 12 out of the 13 

14 criterion in the peak test? 

19 A That ' s correct. 

16 Q And this relates to the one that was 

17 missed trouble report transactions where KPMG showed a 

I8 27-second average rather than the 24-second interval 

39 that was set? 

:? U A That's correct. 

2 1. c) Thank you. Moving an to maintenance 

22 and repair test 1 8  on that page, criterion 18-6-1 

23 and 18-7-1. For both of these KPMG established a 

24 95 percent benchmark; isn't that correct? 

2 5 A Yes. 
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1 Q And can you tell me why KPMG did not 

2 use a parity comparison here. 

3 A Yes. In these tests, what we were 

4 attempting to evaluate here is whether or not there 

5 was procedural adherence on the part of Qwest. This 

6 is an aspect of the trouble reporting process test and 

7 we were looking at a process test on whether or not 

B the methods and procedures are followed. So we 

9 designed our test in such a manner to understand 

what the process looked like and then to look for 

11 characteristics of adherence to that process during 

2% the course of the test. 

9 3 There's a step in the Qwest process 

14 where the closeout code, in the case of 18-6-1, is 

15 affixed to the internal senrice order work order 

16 that the rep is working with, and we were trying to 
17 establish the accuracy of that coding that fields can 

18 be used, in our experience, to analyze trends over 

19 time and troubles and the like, and so we felt it was 

20 important to have accurate valnes in that field. 

21 50 we didn't see this as a question of whether or not 

22 the process that works for retail is the same as the 

23 process that works for wholesale. In fact, there's 

24 parity by design here. It is the same process. It's 

25 the same people. So it isn't a question of parity of 
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result. That's parity by design in the'sense of how 

to process works. This is a process test. What we 

wanted to do is loolc for process adherence. 

There's a similar thing but slightly 

different with 18-7-1 where the objective of this, 

again, was to say we would introduce a fault and we 

wanted to understand whether how it got fixed and 

how it got reported mirrors the actual nature of the 

trouble that we put on to the line on to the circuit. 

Again, we didn't see this as a parity between 

wholesale and retail, it was more an accuracy of 

diagnosis. 

rj  Since you did not test this as a 

parity between wholesale and resale evaluation, is it 

correct, then, that there is no implication - -  in this 
not satisfied for 18-6-1 and the not satisfied 18-7-1 

that there's no implication that Qwest is providing 

discriminatory treatment between CLECs and retail 

customers? 

A Certainly the design of the test 

was not to try to ferret that out, but we did not see 

anything in the course of our work that would suggest 

that there's any difference with respect to these two 

criteria on the results for retail versus results for 

wholesale, if you were to break those down and analyze 



1 them that way. 

2 Q Thank you. Moving on to the nexc 

3 criterion here, 24.6-1-8, this relates to the test 

4 environment for preorder and order which is known as 

5 SATE; isn't that correct? 

6 A That's correct. 

? Q Isn't it correct that the two 

8 fundamental issues KPMG had that are listed in the 

9 final report are lack of flow-through and lack of 

iO support for all order types supported by EDI? 

I I A Those are the two fundamental issues, 

yes. 

Q Thank you. Then moving on to the last 

criterion, 24.6-2-9. This relates to NEDIACC EBTA. 

Whac EBTA is? 

A Electronic Bonding for Trouble 

Administration is a computer-to-computer interface 

specification that is an industry standard where the 

QSSs at the CLEC are connected to the OSSs at the ILEC 

2 0  for the purposes of reporting troubles and checking 

2 1  on the status of troubles and looking into trouble- 

22 related issues where there's machine-to-machine 

23 communications set up and supported on both ends, 

24 bath at the CEEC and at the ILEC by other systems 

25 other than this interface, to actually look at the 
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human aspects of that. 

Q And this difference from - -  this is an 

alternative to Qwestls CEMR interface. Can you 

explain what that interface is? 

A Yes. The CEMR interface is a 

graphical user interface Web-based application, 

fundamentally, that CLECs can use to report troubles 

to check on the status of troubles, to conduct certain 

MLT tests, so on. 

The purpose of that is functionally 

equivalent to EBTA but it's a bit easier to use. 

It doesn't require the CLECs to go develop any code 

or do anything on their side. Fundamentally, just gct 

the right security access infomatiorl and training and 

they can begin to use that interface to work with 

trouble administration issues. 

Q Which one of these icterfaces is more 

frequently used? 

A CEMR would be more frequently used. 

Q Isn't it true that EBTA is a 

relatively little used interface? 

A It's rather infrequently used probably 

because of just the effort it takes to get that 

interface up and running. You would need a reasonably 

large volurr~e of troubles to warrant the investment to 
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1 make an EBTA. 

MR. CRAIN: That's all I have. Thank 

3 you. 

4 CHAIRrrrAN GIFFORD : Ms. Doberneck 

5 or Ms. Tribby, is Mr. Finnegan continuing the 

6 unauthorized practice of law? 

7 MS. TRIBBY: Not today. Not yet 

8 today. Thank you, Your Honor. Good afternoork. 

9 EXAtflINATION 

10 BY MS. TRIBBY:  

11 Q Let's turn to page 5 of your handout 

12 which is Exhibit 2 in this case. I want to foct~s ,  

13 first of all, on 12-9-4 and 12-9-5 having to do with 

14 failure to provide timely Jeopardy notices. Are you 

15 there? 

16 A Yes. 

17 Q Now, both of these rest Eindingg; were 

18 ultimately resulted in a fail finding once t h i s  went 

19 to the steering committee, correct? 

2 0 A That's correct. 

2 1 Q And for both of these criterion, you 

22 had enough o f  a sample size to reach statistically 

23 valid findings, correct? 

24 A By agreement in the statistical 

25 workshops, if there were observations in a parity-type 



Exhib~t LN-OSS-54 

132 

measure, then we were to perform the dual tesl:s and if 

the dual test came up with a no decision, we were to 

escalate or ask for resolution of that. So tlie 

requirements of the workshop were that we pct;Earm 

that analysis unless there just were no observatians. 

Q Just to be clear, the no decision 

resulted from having a pass in one of the tests and 

a fail in the other statistical test, correct4? 

A Correct. 

Q So to answer my question, your sample 

size was sufficient that you were able ta make 

statistically valid findings with respect to t h e  dual 

tests 

P. (by Mr. Dellatorre) Everything over 

zero is a large enough sample size to force ua to do 

the dual task by the agreement origin~ally r e a c h e d .  

B You're not suggesting that the only 

reason this resulted in a no decision was beeiause of 

the size of the sample, are you 

A (by Mr. Weeks) No. We're suggesting 

two things. One is that it was a requirement of the 

design of the test that if there were observations on 

a parity measure and we got a ao decision, we were 

required to have the steering committee or others 

resolve that. 
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1 The second thing we're trying to say 

2 is that as a sample size gets smaller and smaller and 

3 smaller, the probability that you'll get a no decisi.on 

4 gees higher and higher, so I was struggling with 

statistical significance in your question is why I 

answered the way I did. 

Q With respect to these jeopardy 

notice findings, when you answered some questions by 

Mr. Crain, you talked about the possibility that one 

would not receive a jeopardy notice if the order had 

a same- or next-day interval. Do you recall that 

testimony? 

A Yes, I recall that. That might be a 

reason why there might not be time to get a jeopardy 

notice out. 

Q You're not saying that's the reason 

Qwest missed this criterion with respect to putting 

forth timely jeopardy notices, are you? 

A No. 

Q In fact, the intervals even here in 

Colorado where they're shorter than they are in other 

states for both UNE-P and resale are not same day or 

next day; isn't that true? 

A I would have to check with the 

intervals are here in Colorado. I don't recall. 
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1 Q 1'11 represent to you that in mosc 

2 states it's three business days and in Colorado it's 

3 two business days. You wouldn't consider two business 

4 days to be same day or next day interval, would you? 

5 A No, I would not 

6 A (by Mr. Dellatorre) It is our 

7 understanding that as-is orders do have a same-day 

8 order. 

9 Q In Colorado? 

10 A That is my understanding. 

11 Q One of the reasons we talked about 

12 last week that you may get a jeopardy notice is when 

13 facilities to fill that order are unavailable; isn't 

14 that true? 

15 A (by Mr. Weeks) That could be a cause 

16 of jeopardy, yes. 

17 Q Even if yau had an interval + -  I don' r 

18 b o w  of any sitting here, but if yau had ark internal 

19 that was same day or next day, if Qwest determined 

20 immediately that there were facilities unavailable, 

21 they would presumably have time to send a jeopardy 

22 indicating that, correct? 

2 3 A Either a jeopardy or telephone call. 

2 4 Q We talked about that last week as 

25 well. There are no methods and procedures documents 
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1 that you're aware of within Qwest that allow Qwesc to 

2 phone a CLEC as opposed to sending a jeopardy notice, 

3 correct? 

4 A Let me confer with my collezgues here. 

5 (Discussion off the record.) We're not aware of any. 

ti Q Mr. Dellatorre, I heard you make a 

7 comment that the fact of the matter is, I think is 

8 what you said, where there are longer intervals, Qwest 

9 did better with respect to jeopardy notices; was that 

10 your testimony 

11 A (by Mr. Dellatorre) No. We received 

12 a larger number of jeopardies for loop products. 

13 Not that their perfo-mance was better. I was not 

14 commenting at all on their performance 

15 Q Would you turn to page 93 of youx 

16 final report. In fact, for the product uribundled 

17 loops where the interval is five business days, w i t h  

18 the exception of the central region where there wcre 

19 only two orders and Qwest timely sent jeopardy 

20 notices, Qwesc's performance, even though this was a 

21 satisfled crlcerlon, was at best 14 percent in the 

22 eastern region for CLECs and 8 percent in the western 

23 region, correct? 

2 4 A (by Mr. Dellatorre) That is correct 

2 5 Q So even where Qwesc passed this 
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criterion for unbundled loops where the standard 

interval is longer, Qwest was not able to more than 

14 percent of the time in those two  region,^ prov.~ae 

timely jeopardy notices, correct? 

A That is correct. The clarification o~ 

the reason that this is a satisfied is that these a r c  

parity measures, and in fact those wholesale numbers 

are in parity with the equivalent rerail perfomance. 

Q In fact, even for Qwest's retail 

customers, in the two regions that we're discussing, 

they never achieved more than a 10 percent timely 

jeopardy notice score, correct? 

A That is the numbers we've reported. 

Q With respect to criterion 1 4 - 5 - 3 4  and 

14-1-36, these findings had to do with Qwesl: S a i b i r ~ g  

the parity standard for installation intervals for 

business POTS services and resale se,rvices; is t h a t  

correct 

A (by Mr. Weeks) That's correct. 

Q Would you agree wich me c h a t  if @e;k 

fails the criterion of parity with retail ser-;lee ior" 

these installation intervals, that thaf is t h e  same as 

providing discriminatory treatment wlth respect to 

installation intervals? 

A I ' m not an attorney so I don ' t know 
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what the legal definirion of discriminatory service 

is. I would say that there's a difference in se rv i ce .  

Whether it's discriminatory or nor 1 will leave t~ r h e  

folks who know what the precise definitio~: a f  char is. 

Q You wouldn't take a positiorl on t h a t  

one way or the other? 

A No. The purpose of our a c t i ~ v i r y  

in this test were to find and report the % a c t s  and 

leave the decision-making about what's acc:eptable an3 

unacceptable and discriminatory and nondi:;crintinatary 

to the  regulator^ community. 

Q Would it also be your testintony that 

where Qwest passed a parity standard that you would 

not conclude as a lay person that that meant t hey  were 

providing nondiscriminatory treatment? Wcruld t h a t  

also be true? 

A Yes. I think it would be my testimony 

that what's discriminatory and what's not is probably 

a legal or a regulatory question that neecls to be 

answered in that framework, as opposed to me, 

Q You talked about diagnostic measures 

in your opening comments this morning. If you %auld 

turn to page 13 of your final report, pleaseL Xn the 

*'%sllle%. last paragraph there you discuss diagnostic n:,~ 

~f I can summarize, you're commenting that the fact 
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that we had diagnostic measures in this test that 

weren't assigned a satisfied or a not sati~fied 

result is unique to this test; is that correct? 

A I won't say that it's exactly u n i q u e .  

There may have been one or more diagnostic measures in 

other tests, but it's certainly not at the level - -  

there weren't as many different things left dlagnostrr 

as we've seen in any of the other tests. 

Q Where you use the language one of chc 

unique aspects, you're saying it's not carnpletely 

unique but it's somewhat unique? 

A The uniqueness is the pervasiveness of 

it, not the existence of it. 

Q If I also read into what you're saying 

here, you are encouraging the regulators to look b t  

these diagnostic measures as a measure of QNest's 

performance, correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Is it your professionaL o p i n i o n  t?ut 

those measures are just as important ar the attier 

measures in this test? 

A Yes. I think as I - -  I f a i l e d  ta say 

in my opening remarks, but it's clearly the case t h a c  

every aspect, every evaluation crieer~a arc i rnpur tac~ 

for one reason or another. Some are Lrnpct~ta~t  
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1 together as groups as opposed to isolared line items. 

2 Q You have not prioritized ox 

3 categorized as more important or less important 

4 any of the criteria in the test; isn't that true? 

5 A That is correct. 

G Q Would I be correct in saying that yau 

7 wouldn't feel comfortable doing that? 

8 A I would not at all feel comfortable 

9 doing that simply because the question of i.mpartance 

10 i.s a question of context as opposed to abstolute value- 

2.1 We were conducting this test for a 

12 13-state region. There are a variety of issues either 

13 satisfied or not satisfied where withii? the context of 

14 that particular regulatory community an issue miqhr be 

15 very  important or not important at all to fos~ering 

16 competition in that particular state or meeting the 

17 need of the various potential competitors in that 

18 state. It would be presumptuous of Us to underGtand 

19 all of that regulatory context and try to say what's 

20 important and what's not. 

2 1 Q Can you explain w h a ~  KPMG did :n tb;s 

22 test with respect to the diagnostic criteria? 

2 3 A Yes. Our responsibilities t h e r e  w e r e  

24 to understand the definition of the PID, perfon.rar:ce 

25 indicator definitions, and to, as closely as posslbtc, 
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1 collect the information and report the information 

2 accurately according to the definition sf rhc FED a23 

3 present that information in the report jusr like we 

4 did for all the other PIDs but just stopped shor: of 

5 then comparing those results to some standlard at; some 

6 benchmark. 

7 B You also then would not have reathe& a 

8 conclusion of any kind with respcct to thcrse m.zasuu't:s. 

9 is that true? 

10 A That is true. There may have been 

11 areas or aspects of the tests that we were! testing 

12 where the evaluation criteria was such t h a t  if t h e  

13 company's performance was an issue as we c>bseut-cci Lt 

14 during the execution of the test, we might have saiscd 

15 observations or exceptions and if we did, those uauld 

16 be listed in the comments for those diagncrstics. 

17 But when it came to the end of the test ark& we @era 

18 trying to get the final score, sc: so speak, we voulb 

19 not have raised an observation or exccpticm bnr;ed .3n 

20 the final score or made a comment about C t r e  final 

21 score or given it a final result of satisfied ar noc 

22 satisfied. 

2 3 Q Comparatively, chose same kirtds of 

24 measures that were diagnostic in this test but tha t  

25 were something other than diagnostic in othcr ccctn. 
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you would reach conclusions and assign a ~ ~ a t r i s f i e d  or 

a not satisfied or some ecpivalent to that,; is that 

correct? 

A That's correct, that's what w e  would 

have done, yes. 

Q I thought, Mr. Weeks, what I heard 

you say this morning, and I thought I wrote it do'& 

exactly but correct me if I'm wrong, that even if KPMG 

had found problems with the diagnostics, r.hey wouI.6 

not have been called out in this test? 

A I just tried to clarify what 1 just 

said in my previous comments, that if an area wa?: 

under test that happened to be governed or cantrolled 

by - -  if we find, let's say, I'm going to nrake up 

something, that a particular transaction type didn't 

function as it was supposed to function, that either 

by HPC or by KPMG Consulting would be bro~ight  to 

Qwest's attention during the eonduct or e,crcurion of 

the test as an ongoing part because we haven'r run a13 

the transactions at that point. W e  d o n ' t  ncteessar:l*f 

know what t h e l r  ultimate end performance rhight be. 

To oversimplify, we might have planned to run tcn 

transactions. We run the first one and it daesn't 

work; that would have been brought to Q w e s t ' s  

attention. But if they made corrections arld we ran 
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1 subsequent transactions and all of those worked, then 

2 the fact that all subsequent transactions worked, 

3 which would have given them 100 percent compliance, 

4 we would not have called out that that was a satisfied 

5 nor would we have called out if it had been less than 

6 100 percent. Let's look at timeliness; let's say that 

7 their response time was 27 seconds for a piirticular 

6 transaction type covered by a diagnostic PID. Maybe 

9 that transaction didn't work correctly to begin with. 

10 The fact when we add them up at the end there's 27 

21 seconds, we wouldn't have commented on the 27 seconds 

12 as good or bad. 

13 Q For those indicators that are 

14 diagnostic, would problems that you found have been 

15 brought to the attention of anyone other than Qwest? 

16 A By Qwest I meant through the 

17 observation exception process which is the process 

10 that we did. We never communicated direcr:ly with 

19 Qwest any problem that wasn't brought up to the 

20 observation exception process. 

2 1. q Maybe I'm missing what you're 

22 saying here. You would have issued observations and 

23 exceptions if you had found problems zelating to P I D s  

2-1 that were purely diagnostic? 

2 5 A Let me give you an example. Let's say 
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there's a flow-through PID, which there is. Let me 

find one sa we can talk about a specific example. 

On page 1 3  of ~xhibit 2, criteria 13-1-2, order 

tra~lsaction submitted via IMA ED1 flow-through to 

the statement of position, 51.86 percent. 

What I'm suggesting to you in that 

case is, we used Qwestls ordering business rules 

ducumencation, they told us what orders should and 

should not flow through. We designed our scenarios 

and orlr test cases and our test instances. Using that 

urlderstanding, we submitted orders. If a particular 

order type did not flow through that had been 

daaignatod as flow-through in the documentation, then 

e i t h e r  MPC or KPMG consulting would have raised an 

exception or an observation that says, this particular 

order type does not flow through your documentation 

s a i d  ic would be flowed through. So that would have 

been raised as an issue during the course of the test 

and an observation or exception. 

However, when we get to the end of the 

test and we're trying to measure what percentage of 

the transaction submitted through the ED1 interface 

ecrually did flow through, we had no obligation to 

say that 51.86 percent is good or bad. 

A (by Mr. Dellatorre) There's an 



-; ,?z$s-re : z z  *,::-:2. z 7  benctzrnark or  s~ set 3 s r : - - -  ----- 

compare the number znar WP zf~f:-~-e1- 

- - The example that Mike :,,-isrrz=~s ~::r 

7 - . - .  
is a functionality examination ihzr 21:2~.are->- -ez=s 

. -  - 
itself to timeliness calculations, bug inr=:aliy r s ' s  

- - a functionality assessment. This was supposed rc rick- 

through; if it did not, we would raise that as az 

observation or an exception. So the difference 

between being functionality evaluation wasn't 

timeliness where because there's no benchmark there's 

no way to determine good or poor performance. 

Q I appreciate that, Mr. Dellatorre, 

because my next question was going to be, in those 

csses where there was no expectation set through 

business rules or otherwise, then you would nct  have 

21  idenrifled a problem per se. 

22  A [by M r .  Weeksi Ler ne - -  ;f there 

5 wassc*~ the iusiness mies, t h i s  w--7' - ..-. - a have been r ~ e  

24 TTDs,  T%E discussier cf saels5~c5, 23: s a r i s f r e ?  

25 c-?r,es 2o ia  rc ac exanisa~ioz c? e-,*zZdar~cr zr=cer:z 
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ge+-jerned by PIDs versus those not governed by PIDs. 

The only opportunity one would have for a diagnostic 

result listed in those columns on pages 2, 3, and 4 

wauld be evaluation criteria that were governed by 

a PlD, If there was an evaluation criteria to which 

chewc were no PIDs that applied, then we developed our 

sw; ~tandard f o r  how to evaluate that. The types of 

~ t a n d a r d s  we had for documentation were different than 

wi-rar we had for the electronic interfaces and so on. 

Q If there was no expectation set by 

n PID, for example on the functionality issues as 

apposed to the timeliness issues, would you have 

developed an internal standard for the diagnostic 

nteaeusas as well? 

A These are no diagnostic measures for 

nan-PID evaluation criteria. 

Q Let: me ask it this way. If you had 

m e n  a problem in evaluating the diagnostic measures 

that didn' t inlnlediately raise a flag because it wasnl t 

PTD-compliant but it might be a problem that could be 

a2 competitive significance, would you have commented 

an that in any way in the final report? 

A No. As I said or tried to indicate, 

if there were basic problems with the functionality 

of Qwe8t1s wholesale interfaces, their docume~~tation 
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=sf -%-- %x , - r s p - -  m = , L % , C  :f:*:rh: ~ T C K ~ S S  za.snit w e l l  formi>d, rhe i r  

* - S - ~ " P C  S T Z ?  i$:$~~r:2 : w r ; + i ;  -. & r * ~ " - q j ~ t ~ ' - * ,  A * ?  th~se ~ ' J ~ P P S  of issues 
a ? 

-rl =, ; t: :~&3';e 2,cerr -21 sad ~hr 'ougi l  obser-+-scions and 

*7r--F'  i:int< duulntz the course  of t h e  test. For chose 

gnvern td  by diagnostic P L D s ,  what I'm saying 

r:; .,a::, ? a  that ,  i h ~  level. of service deliverled to the 

p$t$udih--CLK when looked across time in the aggregate, 

krf2it:li $4,: wbJj10t PIUS are about, we would not have raised 

i35i ; a w e  , 

For example, we didn't establish 

& !rrn~ldarrY far 29-1-2 that tallts about what an 

accepeable level of flow-through is for EDI. We 

$lz,nap!y reparted what: we saw. So is 51.86 good, bad 

Q Y  ~i td i f f t> . : rent?  You're not going to get a comment in 

?t;::% rapart  about that number. 
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i l  :Y 5 was Co ask you f o r  those  diagnostic 

5 ,- i* 7 -: 5r , s , a  :?*-I? d t d  not have a PID as soc ia t ed  with 

- - IF , ,*a - 
.z S t  Therr  aren't, i n  t h a t  c a s e .  

6. cRy M Y .  Del l a to r r e )  Diagnost ic  i s  a l s o  

< h i\ dr*f 1 r7a t: ~c3n . 

I* <By M r .  \$eeksi By d e f i n i t i o n .  

FY Q Thoso casei; where you might have found 

"?rcl.i@?nw. It::ut, DQI:  carirmented on them, would you be ab le  

s o  Le'i E me, a i e c l r i g  here today ,  what those  problems o r  

. . $t~ti'&~ntr aX poobltzrnr; were t h a t  you encountered? 

7 - 
4 ~r 28 bHy Mr, Weeks) Let me be p r e c i s e .  1.311, 

5 3 % r Z  i t r y  - .  f w i l l  cant inue t o  use i t  a s  an example. 

$ 4  ;f kd is~urld prabfsrna i n  Qwcst's E D 1  flow-through, f o r  

;+ 3: : c s cJE$I~%,  rhei c def bni eions were wrong, t h e i r  systems 

: ;I *-'-+ 6 , Fq u r ~ k e r z ,  ztrsfie ltincls of problems were, i n  f a c t ,  

= a 
i, x:rif:y?ir;, riy dut:irig t h e  course of the  t e s t .  Not might 

:H f ~ 1 v t z  t'rrrrn, wf:::rrc:, i,n f a c t ,  brought up, What I am 

s y p ~ 4 e h  kng ta i s  you, when we g e t  t o  the end  of i t ,  

~s ' ; e+ n:?r ~ s y  lng  5 1 . 8 6  i o  or i s n  t i s  a problem i n  and 

,I L Z <  L ~ S e l f ' ,  

y~ And a n  example might: be - -  another  

. 1 r&:a?v<$lr might be, you know, i s  going 6 0  mi les  per  hour 

2 ~ :  &cF'.;P$:: here arid Cali .fornia a good th ing  o r  a bad 

v* -v t i 1  an?! Kr'rc not saying whether t h a t  Is a  good thing o r  
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Z n bad thing. If we trouble along the way, we had flat 

2 rirek? and blown fan belts, and so on, we would have - r a : k e t i  about those things, but we would never have said 

4 nn avcragc speed of 60 miles per hour between here and 

5 Cairfornia is good or bad. 

5; 34 (By Mr. Dellatorre) Without a standard or 

T Ercrrcl~war'k with which to cornpare a result to, there's no 

b wriy to def ine  it as a problem 

sj Q That's sort of exactly what I am getting 

10 a t -  T l l a t l a  the way you defined the problem, is that 

I 1  x t i n  not meeting a standard or a benchmark. 

3,3 A (By Mr. Weeks) We're throwing words 

2 3  ikrnund Xoosely here. What I consider a problem, during 

5-1 the course of t h e  test, there's different kinds of 

25 gr~?hlcmo. A problem could be that an interface doesn't 

16 w a ~ k  the way it was specified. It could be that I 

27 can't use a document for its intended purpose. It 

28 could be that a process doesn't produce the desired 

1,9 res1:I.t. Those are all examples, of which we had 500 

2 0  different kinds of problems raised during the course of 

21 rhc t e s t .  

-a -z "., .- There is a very small group of areas 

73 where the evaluation criteria was controlled by a PID, 

2% which was defined by a collaborative to be diagnostic, 

35 and in those cases, by agreement, the delivered level 
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1 Oaf S C I Y ~ C ~  by Qwest was agreed not to be evaluated in 

1 c~rdq r  t,a dctcrmine whether thac level of service was a 

4 pzoblom or nut a problem. In other words, is 51.86 

4 percent flow-through good or bad. It was explicitly 

5 ripf:c@d Char question wouldn't be asked or answered in 

6 rht, s ~ q p t i  of this test. 

' I  So, the final report does not reach any 

4 ctbrielusians with respect to those Icinds of issues or 

5 prnktcms, Mhatcver you want to call it, that might have 

13 Gmcrt ider rc i f icd  by KPMG? 

f f  A That's correct. 

3,2 Q We talked last week about some of the 

3 I niaslual error problems that KPMG found and that remained 

$ 4  ururnaolved or closed urlresolved or inconclusive in the 

55 f k n a f ,  report. Ar~d we talked about Observation 3086, in 

14: whach  ICPMG discussed the fact that Qwest often, 75 

2 7  tir~ez:, i believe, in response to a finding said that 

$ &  c k : ~  wa:; s human error problem or a training problem 

tb;* y:)~ rec~i!l  r h a c ?  

7 ,  ,+' *. %. ~ I: %as Exception 3086, just to correct 

b L  % !lt, record ,  y e s ,  

A (By Mr. Dellatorre) Observation. 

A (By Mr. Weeks) It was an observation. I 

, d  4:rr sgr ry  . 

:? 5 Q That obsenration was opened in response 



F L *  , .. s ;r+nnaastdiati that IIP performed; is that correct? 

a 3% 7'kr ~ a y  that worked, we looked over HPC's 

i o;i:-.,.i:rdw:- a n 9  nssz~rtaract the progress of the test, and 

4 til* ; : t i ~ ~ ~ . ~ d t ~ ~ ? f i i  s11d ~xreptions that they wrote, and saw 

s .Z s .  .L F r +*-W-- 
$ .. ,, a: tsaksrior where many of the explanations 

" 2 :  h.!;,?Z t i l e  pzfiohlern was, as raised by HPC, was 

rx~?r:!:@ci, h:; EFWeSt, to klu~~lan error. And the fix, if 

?;re:i w i ? ,  th;rt, Q W C ~ ; ~  of feeed up in those cases, was 

%ians ra t r 'ns r~ ing  o f  some of their personnel. That s how 

%f18 ~ b j j ~ r ? r & r ; i o n  or exceptioxl was closed for HPC, and 

l!'ielt ch~;f continued to do testing to see if it looked 

5 3 a pprabiarn had beeti fixed. 

And no we saw this pattern of training. 

If' rrTf~rtlt.rb to be that there must be a training issue 

irt:re, f~acar~ric we're \laving to train people. And that's 

ant: w e  ra ised,  Ohuowation 3086, which was the training 

1 " U P w t \ r n s n t :  about manual w o r l c  center 

: 6 6 You have anticipated where I am going, 

S @  W > S L C ~ %  3 . 2 n ' ~  ~ t l r p r i ~ i n g ,  since we talked about this last 

29 week, nwc just so that was clear to everyone, 

1 GL?~iervstion 3086 wae closed, then, after a 

22 rfnc~~.rmer.itrr~ic>n review and interviews with personnel as 

2 ~jpi:cts'iril tr, a f c a r  additional transaction testing, 

; %  22s y e c ~ ' ?  

2 {J A That is correct. That we took it to the 



Exhibit LN-OSS-54 

151 

t v i . s -  ., ,., rc.!tere nc c:ould test Qwestlr; assertions that it 

r:-r~r!ucred certain training. It was a training-oriented 

<-5 - , 6-.  myus us , 8 + lori S o ,  we could, YOU Icnow, we could conclude 

::-trs)usivcj y the training hadn't taken place. What we 

c : .~2dn ' t  demanstrate, through those kinds of white box 

?' , . ~ i r r  e itif tcchnir lues ,  is when the people that had been 

r r a ~ z k x i ,  rctraxned, in fact had mastered their 

i .  And whether or not the result of that 

tznL:ling was that these were - -  there was a, in fact, 

rtll z.l'crfrrcive?n;ent, same kind of state change ~ I I  the rnanuai 

6:'Slt! 6 ~ T C I C ~ F  B ing . 
We raised this issue to the steering 

r:rrsrr,.nltrea. The st'cerii~g committee was quite interested 

t r ;  c h l e  topic. Arid when presented with an alternative 

nf Just doing wh i t e  box testing and stopping there, or 

proeabding further to conducting some sort of a retest 

r ~ f  iriauiual ordering t u  see if it looked like the 

t ra i r i ing  had been effective, the steering committee 

(&ak s decision not to pursue that manual order retest. 

Q A g a l n ,  you have anticipated where I am 

gaLng. In ynur  adequacy study, as we discussed last 

week, tilt? statement was made that the TAG had agreed 

t n a t  no further rransaction testing would occur. And 

VJ?~ETI  Y aslced you about it, you said it may have been a 

':'A(,; rjeclsiarr, or a steering committee decision. Based 
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1 on the testimony that you just gave, were you able to 

2 canfirm, since last week, that that was a steering 

3 cumrnxttee decision, not to perform additional 

4 transaction testing on the problems identified in 

5 Qbsexvation 3086' 

6 A (By Mr. Dellatorre) We have done some 

7 additional research on this, and the best we have been 

8 able to re-create is that this was a steering committee 

9 discussion and decision. And it would be related to 

ID Change Request No. 29, which was then ultimate!ly 

11 presented and discussed with the TAG, and agreed to. 

12 However, I just received that information this morning. 

13 So, I have not had the opportunity to validate that. 

14 Q Is it your testimony that Change Request 

35 23 was discussed and decided by the TAG or that the 

16 nctual issue about whether to conduct further 

17 transaction testing or not on the problems identified 

18 In  3086 was discussed with and decided by th.e TAG? 

2 9 A To the best of my recollection, the issue 

20 itself as to whether or not there should be transaction 

21 testing solely executed for the purpose of retesting 

2 2  manual order processing was not discussed and decided 

3% upon during a TAG call. 

-* a "'. .a Q So that would have been a steering 

25  committee decision? 
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Q Kill you be modifying your adequacy scudy 

ti> q 7 . e ~  ,,I,, . 4':. that Einding chat it was a TAG decision? 

A (By Mr. Weeks) We certainly will attempt 

fo  clarxfy the record on this. We'll go back and look 

-rixi: Cil. 19 and exactly what the subject was and what was 

discussed there, and, if necessary, we'll put out a 

cartecced vernion of the adequacy document that refers 

to tkic proper autkiority for the decision. 

C O M M I S S I O N E R  PAGE: He just said it was a 

steering committee decision, and you just said it was a 

T&G dc!cic~crn, back to him, so which? 

THE WITNESS: (By Mr. Dellatorre) Our 

sxriginal document, what has been referred to as the, 

"adequacy study," that KPMG Consulting produced a 

ds~:'ururcr~l: that  disci~ssed performance measures or 

perfaxmance indicators related to manual order 

processing. In that document, we cite a discussion on 

h 'T'AO call, which is what I believe Ms. Tribby is 

referring to; that should, in fact, be revised to 

reflect that discussion occurred with the steering 

cnnrrnitteo rather than on the TAG call. 

MS. TRIBBY: If It was unclear, 

Commissioner Page, I think we're in agreement that it 

was a steering committee decision, not a TAG decision. 
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b COMMISSIONER PAGE: When you threw the 

2 qucszfan back, you said it was a TAG. 

+v MS. TRIBBY: That was my mistake, then, 

9 i e t t h a t f s  what I said. 

% THE WITNESS: (By Mr. Weeks) I 

G uti$rrs;toad her question to me to be, are you going to 

'? correct your statement that says it was the TAG, and - 

& COMMISSIONER PAGE: Okay. 

0 THE WITNESS: And the answer is 

PO $ E f  li-~nntive. 

1 P COMMISSIONER PAGE: So I was confused 

1 2  eoa. 

1 3 MS. TRIBBY: Thank you. 

THE WITNESS: But we will also look at 

ch in  CR 29, to gee how that bears on this discussion, 

and wa'91 try to make the adequacy study properly 

ref lect  the facts of the record. 

BY MS. TRLBBY: 

Q Now, CR 29 only had to do with the 

aidequacy study, didn't it? Wasn't that specific to the 

tindings in t.he adequacy study? 

A We have to go look at it. You may have 

.it in front of you. You may have the advantage. We 

haven't looked ae it. 

Q And I believe, Mr. Weeks, your testimony 



Exhibit LN-OSS-54 

1 5 5  

last week was that, typically, your professional 

opinion wovld be if a problem is identified through 

transaction testing, the best way to confirm that that 

problem doesn't continue to exist is through additio~al 

transaction testing, correct? 

A If the problem we identified has to d~ 

with transactions or the behavior of a system, either 

an a1,ltornated system or a manual system, yes, the most 

e f f e c t i v e  way to understand whether changes to that 

system have been effective is by retesting, using the 

techniques that you used to uncover the problem to 

begin w i t h .  

Q Observation 3110, which dealt with, 

again, manual processing errors. As I looked at what 

KPNG had done, it appeared to me that, in the retest, 

KPMC had reviewed 76 manually processed orders; is that 

correct? 

A (By Mr. Dellatorre) Yes, it is. 

Q And I heard you testify that, last week, 

An response to a question by Ms. Doberneck, that any 

sample slze of 12 and under is considered a small 

sample size, but certainly that you could reach 

conclusions with anything greater than 12. Do you 

secail tha: testimony? 

A (By Mr. Weeks) I believe the testimony 
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was a question about what did we consider to be a small 

sarrlp1.e size, and we said that was hard to define, but 

certainly less than 12, we would consider to be a small 

sample size. I remewer that. 

Q Okay. I am curious as to why, in 

Observation 3110, after reviewing and testing 76 

additional orders, KPMG Consulting's conclusion bras 

that there was insufficient evidence to reach a finding 

of either satisfied or not satisfied. Can you answer 

that? 

A (By Mr. Dellatorre) The reason for that 

is that: the scope of the orders that were examined, the 

body of orders, the population of orders that were 

examined were not designed to evaluate the manual order 

process. We used that body o f  orders that were 

available to us, retrospectively, because the orders 

had been submitted for a different reason. 

Originally - -  I believe it was Exception 3086, 

originally; that the orders were submitted for the 

OP-4C retesc. And, therefore, were only primarily 

intended to be flow-through orders that had dropped out 

for one reason or another. The test was not 

intentionally designed to test the manual order 

process. 

And, in fact, our recommendation for 
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closing this observation was to construct and retest 

that transaction, based - -  retest that, specifically 

designed to evaluate the manual order process. 

Q Well., I an curious about that, because my 

understanding - -  do you need a moment? 

FROM THE AUDIENCE: Yes, please. 

CK4IRMA.N GIFFORD: How about if we take 

five minutes here. 

(Recess. ) 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Well, let's go back on 

the record and continue. You have been conferring, 

Mr. Dellatorre and Mr. Weeks. 

THE WITNESS: (By Mr. Eellatorre) I would 

just: like to run through the numbe,rs associatecl with 

the manual order process processing and various 

retesting that we did. I will try to be brief, but 

provide some history. 

In reference to Exception 3120, we sent 

several dozens of transactions, approaching 100, for 

the purpose of retesting Exception 3120. All of the 

orders sent in that retest were expected to be 

flaw-through orders. In fact, eight of those fell to 

nunflow-through, af which one had a human error problem 

associated with it. For the remaining orders, for the 

b u l k  of the orders that were actually flow-through, one 
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that was also categorized as a flow-'chrough orcier that 

ultimately incorrectly was intervened manually, that 

was also counted as an error. So, the population there 

is one and the number of errors is one. 

Furthermore, we had 18 line-sharing 

orders for which there were two manual errors. At the 

conclusion of this retesting for Exception 3120, we 

actua1l.y revisited a population of orders that had been 

submitted earlier in testing, and determined that there 

were 49 manually processed orders, for which tl~ere were 

seven errors. So, in summary, the populations that 

have been discussed here, somewhat randomly, a:re the 

49, 8 ,  1 and 18, for the total of 76 that Ms. Txibby 

referenced earlier. 

The reason that we drew unable tc:, 

determine as our conclusion of manual order processing 

is because none of these populations ox none of these 

various retests or sets of data that we examinled were 

specifically designed, in breadth or depth, to assess 

Qwestls performance on manual order processing. Hence 

the unable to determine conclusion for criteria test 

cross-reference No. 18.8-2. 

BY MS. TRIBBY: 

Q Okay. We can use 49, if you Kant to use 

that number, which is the sole set of historical 
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results t h a t  you looked ar after the initial 27 

indicated problems, correct? 

A ( 3 y  Mr. Dellatorre) That is cor'rect. 

Q And 49 typically would also give you a 

sample size large enough to draw a conclusion under 

most circumstances, correct? 

A Under most circumstances, that's correct. 

Q Now, what I understand you to be saying 

is that when you - -  when the determination was made to 

go back and look at historical data, in order to see 

whether Qwest was doing better with respect ta this 

criterion, because the orders weren't specifically 

designed to fall out, I guess that you're assigning 

less weight to that. Is that your testirnany? 

A Well, the scope of the order and 

transaction types, the product types,  the delivery 

methods, the features and functions on those olrderr,, 

the complexity of the orders, whether or not t h e y  are 

designed nonflow-through, whether or not errors are 

intentionally put on the order, the depth and breadch 

of the types of transactions submitted were not ro"aur,c 

enough, or - -  as they would have been, had we designed 

a retest speci.fically to examine the manual auder 

processing. 

Q Are you saying that if you had designed 
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it, you would have designed orders specifically 

intended to fall out? 

P. (By Mr. Weeks) Yeah. The - -  1 think the 

way, if we set about the business, if w e  had ctur 

request granted to conduct a retest in this a rea ,  then 

we would have gone and designed a manual order handling 

evaluation test that would have been some cantbination 

of orders that are designed to fall out, and then we 

would have created a number of orders that would be 

normally designed to flow-through, bur we would have 

introduced problems into those orders, so, they d l d ,  in 

fact, fall out. We would have looked at diEfefent 

products types, different service types, we would have 

looked at flow-throughs. We manufactured the situati~n 

to fall out. We would have done planned manual orders* 

We would have done a wide variety of things t h a t  would 

have allowed us to draw definitive conclur;ion,s about 

how effectively Qwest logged and recorded knew? dates. 

Remember that that: 3120 was a very 

narrowly identified test, and it was about the business 

of being able to record date accurately, such as t h e  ap 

dates and so on. It was not even - -  3120 was not 

targeted at being a test of all different t)"pcs of  

manual orders, all different types of handling. L n  

fact, we didn't think a single order in the rerest Ear 
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1 3120 would fall out. It wasn't our intention that they 

2 do that. 

3 So, when we tripped across this issue of 

4 reps writing the wrong date down on the report in our 

5 retest of 3120, we suggested there might be a problem 

6 there. We suggested we ~ught to do some retesting 

7 there. Qwest was not interested in doing thac retest. 

8 Just as an aside, we went back and analyzed some of the 

9 other test data that we had, and it just confirmed cur 

10 suspicions that there might be a problem in this area. 

3.1 But, again, Qwest did not choose to do retesting for 

12 manually handled orders, because there's a lot of 

13 orders. One can make - -  there's lots of errors one can 

11 make in manually handled orders besides just the date, 

15 with doing all this retesting around the date issue. 

16 Q Suffice it to say, if Qwest had agreed to 

17 the retest, you would have redesigned the retest 

1% differently than the way it played out? 

19 A The retest we designed accomplished the 

20 purpose. It just uncovered potentially another problem 

21 for which we have not had a chance to deslgn an 

2 2  original test in the original testing. 

2 3 Q Are you trying to, through this test, 

24 trying to determine how Qwest treats orders once they 

25 fall out from manual processing and how they do - -  
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A We weren't - -  that wasn't our test 

objective for thls test, the retest. 

Q What was your test objective for the 

retest, precisely. 

A Precisely, it was to see if the automated 

system changes that Qwest had said it had made for 

recording dates had been implemented properly. 

Q It was a test of the automated processes 

as opposed to the manual processes? 

A Absolutely. We expected 100 peircent of 

those orders to flow-through. 

A (By Mr. Dellatorre) In fact, the 

underlying issue - -  it's almost irrelevant to the root 

cause whether or not the underlying process is either 

automated or manual. But the problem that visited 

itself on us, that we were interested in determining, 

what Mas happening was when w e  wculd - -  when we were 

con~pari.ng the KPMG Consulting view of line items of 

particular transactiorls to the Qwest view of individual 

line items for individual transactions. h d  it was 

there that we identified data discrepancy, specifically 

and date and times, as Mike had mentioned earlier, and 

the dare and time of day, and weekend processing. 

Specifically, it turns out that the majority of the 

problems identified an the underlying root cause were 
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systems related. And then, therefore, our retest was 

an attempt to validate that those systems and software 

had been correctly updated. 

And, in fact, the retest for Exception 

3120 was successful at determining that systems and 

software were, in fact, revised accordingly, but then, 

as Mr. Weeks said earlier, we did run into this 

situation, and it was - -  we tripped over it because 

there were eight orders that were expected to 

flow-through that did not. That then alerts us to the 

manual order processing condition. 

Q Let's make sure the record is clear here. 

3120 that you are talking about, that Mr. Weeks said is 

rlot - -  was not - -  you weren't retesting manual 

processes. Actually 3120 had to do with automated 

processes, but out of 3120 came 3110, which had to do 

with when an order fell out, there was human error in 

the way that order was processed, correct? 

k 'By Mr. Weeks) One of the eight orders. 

tt !B;J Mr. Dellatorre) Which was never 

retested, so hence we didn't design a retest for 

Cbservacion 3110. 

Q So the 76 or the 49 orders that were 

retested were retested as part of 3120 instead of 3110? 

A They weren't retested at all. In fact, 
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1 that was a set of data that we already had on hand, 

3 that we used to confirm the final position that we 

3 already had in place, but was actually not a retest in 

4 the strictest definition of the word, because we 

5 already had that data. It was simply a look back at 

G historical, information to confirm or refute the data 

7 that we had in hand. 

@ Q And those findings in your final report 

9 relate to 3110 or 3120? 

1 D A Which findings? 

2 1 Q The findings having to do with those 49 

1 2  or those 76 orders? 

13 A (By Mr. Weeks) We're going to look in 

14 the report here for a moment, if we can, just so we're 

15 precise. 

115 I don't see the reference to 76. Could 

17 you give us a test cross-reference? 

2.8 R (By Mr. Dellatorre) We don't cite the 

19 total number that we used. We slmply cite fkception 

20 3120 and Observation 3110. h d ,  specifically, I am 

22 referring to test cross reference 12.11-4, on page 98 

2 2  of the final report. 

? 3 (,? I think, in the observation itself, 

24 actually. 

2 5 A (By Mr. Weeks) Does anyone have a copy 
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of the Observation 3110Y  

A (By Mr. Dellatorre) I am quite certain 

of that, the 4 9  orders that we reviewed were not part 

of the - -  the original observation. It was certainly 

not part of that. The observation was originally 

crafted, based on the eight orders that came from the 

retest of Exception 3 1 2 0 .  

Q Maybe we can just sort of cut to the 

chase here. As I read your report, and particularly 

crlteria 4 1  - -  I am sorry. 1 4 - 1 - 4 4 .  I understood, at 

least, the additional 49 orders that were tested had to 

do with not the automated processes or at least not 

just the automated processes, but also the manual 

processes that you were retesting. 

R (By Mr. Dellatorre) That is correct. 

They are not retested. We never designed a retest for 

Observation 3 1 1 0 ;  which is why it remains closed, 

closed unresolved. 

Q And in fact, even though you are saying 

now that the test that you did was not designed to have 

orders fall out, so may not have been as robust, I 

think was your word, as a test that you would have have 

redesigned - -  a retest that you would have designed, 

once Qwest said they would not do additional 

transaction testing, the idea was to look at historical 
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! tect-  orders, which led to the review of the 49 orders, 

1 was KFMG's Y-ecommendation as to how to get to a 

3 cclrlclusior~ with respect to this problem; isn't that 

4 i  true? 

!5 A (By Mr. Weeks) No, it's not true. I 

6 would characterize our offer to look at the orders that 

7 f-rnd been previously submitted and analyzed was to seek 

A sanEirmation or refutation of the fact that there may 

B be a problem in this area. In effect, it was a fishing 

3 trip ta see if it looked like other manual orders that 

' L a  we had - -  other situations that we had been in like 

f Z  th is ,  in ocher parts of the test, whether they showed 

23 the same or different results from this. It wasn't ail 

3 4  attempt to get to a satisfied. It wasn't an attempt to 

15 get ro nonsatisfied. It was looking to see whether the 

36 other orders that had fallen out in a similar manner 

I,? ri~aring che test had received a like manner of errors, 

18 human errors. 

L Ci Q And I understand that. I don't think 

29 that was my question. My question, was the suggestion 

21 to g~ back and review these 49 historical orders was 

2 2  ICPPiG's suggestion, correct? 

3 7 
e ." A I agree with that part of what you said, 

-, . i., yeE. 

2 5 A (By Mr. gellatorre) It was never 
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expected to satisfy, otherwise this observation could 

have been closed. In fact, it was just an attempt to 

provide us with more information, which, in fact, it 

did. However these orders were orders taken originally 

from the retest of 3086, which, by its design, not 

unlike the retest for Exception 3120, was limited in 

scope to certain product types and certain intervals 

and not really focussed on - -  not flow-through or 

manually processed orders. 

Q So, is it your testimony that you knew, 

going into the review of the 4 9  historical test orders, 

that the conclusion would be a not satisfied? 

A (By Mr. Weeks) No, that it would be 

undetermined, because we weren't able to conduct a 

proper and thorough test of this issue. 

Q So, the additional review of the 49, 

after the 27 that you had looked at initially, was not 

intended to produce a findings of satisfied or not 

satisfied? 

A That's correct. 

Q And the finding of not satisfied, then, 

in XPMG1s opinion, has to do with not being able to do 

an adequate retest that you would have designed? 

A (By Mr. Dellatorre) That's correcr. 

A (By Mr. Weeks) That's correct. 
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1 Q I t d o e s n ' t h a v e t o d o w i t h s a m p l e  sizeof 

2 historical test orders that you reviewed? 

3 A (By Mr. Weeks) No, it does not. 

4 MR. CRAIN: Can I ask a clarifying 

5 question? You referred to a finding of not satisfied. 

6 I am not aware of one in this context. I am only aware 

7 of findings of unable to determine. 

8 MR. WEEKS : I agree with that. 

9 MS. TRIBBY: I think that's right. 

10 MR. CRAIN: O k r f .  

11 BY M S .  TRIBBY: 

1 2  Q As we discussed last week, KPMG did not 

13 evaluate, as part of this test, did it, the 

14 audittability of wholesale bills? 

15 A (By Mr. Weeks) No. We validated the 

16 accuracy of wholesale bills delivered to the 

17 pseudoCLEC. We did not design a test that would have 

18 developed a conclusion that says bills are auditable or 

19 not by a CLEC. I think it speaks for itself, that, in 

20 fact, we did audit the bills, so one could infer that 

21 they are auditable. We didn't have test criteria 

22 targeted at measuring auditability. 

2 3 Q Nor did you reach your conclusion as part 

24 of your final report? 

2 5 A There's no evaluation criteria for - -  no 
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conclusions about audiability in the report. 

Q As we discussed last week - -  I think we 

can maybe make some conclusive statements as opposed to 

going through these. Where Qwest had significant 

problems with some of the transactions testing, or 

functionality testing, like billing, and like - -  some 

of the human error problems, a finding that Qw~st was 

not satisfying functionality or transaction criteria 

did not necessarily mean that that would lead KPMG to a 

cenclusion that Qwestls processes, for purposes of 

tflose tests, were also inadequate, correct? 

A If I could say back what I think you are 

s a y i n y  to me. We, in certain parts of this test, the 

rtatuxe of the testing that we were doing could be 

characterized as transaction type of testing. Other 

parts of the test, ane could characterize the type of 

testing we were doing as process testing. There are 

cases in which we use certain aspects of transaction 

tasting to analyze and support certain things that we 

chougllt we had observed during process testing. 

And, but, going the other way, which is 

the f a c t  that we were having problems in certain cases 

with transaction testing, many of the times the 

processes we were testing there were automated 

processes. And, so, I guess in a way, if you find a 



1 problem wirh a system, to the extent that: it 

incorporates a process, yeah, you're testing the 

3 process ar; well as the functionality at 1:he same time. 

4 There clearly would be process tests for which there's 

5 no cnrresponding transaction test and/or transaction 

6 rest for which there's no corresponding process test to 

7 cro,ss-correlate to one another. 

8 Q For example, even though Qbrest failed its 

9 billing o r  Daily Usage Feed test five times, and some 

T O  of those failures might have been attributed to 

l3. prvcesses or systems issues, that would not cause you 

12 to go back and modify your conclusion about the 

X3 processes that Qwest was applying to the billing 

14 procedures, correct? 

7 1- r .> A Well, had we written the report at the 

3 we were having bill validation problems, or DUF 

2 7  problems, had we written the report at that time, we 

1 8  wauld have said certain aspects of their process must 

13 not be working, and they would have gotten not 

2 satisfied on those, just like they would have gotten no 

21 satisfieds on the bill accuracy part of it. But the 

12 fact: that, as 1 indicated earlier, the fact that you 

., ., have accurate bills, you can infer certain parts of the 

2 4  process are working properly. But other parts you 

2 can' t in fe r  are working properly, because there Is 
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1 multiple sources BE accuracy. 

p A (By Mr. Dellatorre) We did, in fact, 

3 f-evlsit elements of the process test based on 

9 transaction test results. And there were changes to 

5 t h e  conclusions drawn in the process tests, based on 

ti Gran~action and process evaluation results combined. 

)P Q So, the satisfied finding for the process 

B pieces may have more to do with when that portion of 

9 t h e  report was written, or when those conclusions were 

IU reached, as opposed to saying we never observed 

a: pnrnceses problems with hilling? 

l r2  A (By Mr. Dellatorre) That's correct. 

13 A (By Mr. Weeks) That's absolutely 

I4 correct. 

? fi Q we tallced a little bit last week about 

36 t h e  regicrnal differences assessment that KPMG conducted 

X'7  at r h e  beginning of the test. Do you recall that? 

18 n r d o .  

19 Q And I think your findings at that point 

20 i r r  tinre were that Qwest's OSS systems were enough the 

1 oanzc across the region, or at least wit hi^ their 

12 subr:cgions, that testing could be grouped together for 

23 tha regions and subregions; is that accurate? 

2 4 A Riqht. The filldings were that there were 

25 r21r'ee fundamental sets of service order processers and 
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'nilL:,rrg systems and related other systems so that the 

eastern, western, central regional, I call them, 

'trcg50na?," I think you refer to them as "subregional," 

tipgrraach En testing that was the going in positi~n in 

Ehr TRD was supportable by the analysis that we did 

dr i r ing  the regional differences study. And was 

r f ?assnab ly  well-supported by the findings of the OSS 

ecsr.  with the exceptions that are noted in the report. 

Q We have talked about some of the 

crirelrian today where the ultimate determination was 

Gf5a~: Qwest passed in one subregion and failed in 

another ,  ax had differing results in various 

$$;;ubrcgiarls; is that fair? 

A Yes. It's fair to say that Qwestls 

rry@t.,ams, when you are measuring aggregate performance 

acrasa a time period, did not perform the same way in 

811 three of those regions. 

Q Having found those differences a3d seeing 

rhwse  differences reflected in your result, would that 

cause you to change any of your iniLial findings or 

k n l t i a l  presumptions about the similarity or the 

sarzrerxeas between Qwest ' s regions and subregions? 

A No. Because the basis for saying that 

Cf.rcy were  the same was the fundamecital operating 

ckaraceeristics, if you will, the functionality, the 
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; 3 . l ; : ~ ~  -;, : ~0;;-  9:'- "khe Lntcrfaee, what, in other words, what 

a A";,:", f;An :_n $2, Odes a CLEC have tc do something 

: :! iZI~rnt' it xti 2:2ntan~i than they do in Washington state? 

t 42: $ 2 ~  G t i ~ r ? '  E $he aiiterf ace df fferences, and then 

" ? 1;+.-.7'-+: =r tw g.+ra$&~dJng d i f f e r e ~ ~ c e s ,  and there were a 

ol; rxrnes where ~t would appear to us, based on 

- * 'ax  . %*+ a c : , ~ ,  * r -  $,7 .,, eJ , t h a t  the business rules, as implemented 

Ei: l?":??i%" ? f  f;hctsc t;ysterns, were  slightly different, but 

fzar-.: a rcstciny parspectipre, it was sril.1 valid to test 

+ F!r,:~sh Lhrhe inwtances and to infer that all of the 

1 :  Ira;t.s%viisx Ear, ~ i t j t ,  the western region billing system, 

r -< hpri.o:Sd be r l ~ a  same f o r  a l l .  of the states covered by the 

';'I d$&taxn billing t;esr. 

b B We did not find, that I can recall, 

1 5  txrr~7*@trcrr $ n  the teat, that within a region, there was a 

3% ~3tifar-encc between two states. So, the fact tliat the 

% ?  nuarage response time or some other characteristic of 

: $  % h e  wyi$Ctrn, ua i t  was epesated, produced a different 

i rasulr ,  doesn't lead me to believe that it was not 

3 3  i%pprop~:iatc to test rhuse systems on a region-by-region 

9 5 .. 3>~;9ifP: 'h ,  

2 Q So, what you found, that operating 

' cti$qractcr:s!.~cs, in other words, what a CLEC has to do 

:B ~dtlir'C,~,~ely the same across the three subregions? 

"# < 
a- .i fi  Correct, 
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Z 0 The differences tihat you found would have 

3 t~~sr.an ez';?7:r?>arPable co  either processing differences, you 

i kz?nu, ] A  s t h e r  wards, as yau said, business rules were 

:k i y q . ? L ~ : ~ i e ~ l ~ t g ~ !  d i f  fererltiy ar' differences in levels of 

3 ~r~:-fizrlvance? In t h a t  fair? 

2. A Ycc '  It could be a variety of factors, 

X:sic i%idxna the? rnix of the transactions that actually 

*zne khrnugh t h e  Interface. If there were human beings 

tp i~;"$c>C~*td, Q ! ~ v ~ o L x & ~ ~  YOU could get differences in human 

* - ,Br  X,iiur!a,V,Elsr f$'l"rm area to area. There's a variety of 

t 'k  bs<:tari?r rh;ir. clc:,uld cause the end result, as measured, 

5 ;E- wcz-irs6.;lr ;x large periocl of tirne, to be different. And on 

7 4  7%ucr'&ge, f tam eantral, to western, wouldn't necessarily 

2 $ J W Q M ~ ~ Z I T  tnece86axiLy expect them to be the same. 

: i. Q Now, y ~ i ~ r  test would have shown or should 

i:s3,!a mhown differences Ln processing or in 

i v,, i cvy;rl e m r n t a t i  on o f  bu~iness rules between subregions, 

2 bu t  t f  w~uldn't have gone to the level of showing 

3 $ d?f  f$ rmccc : n fjtates within those subregions? 

- .  C? 'i'hnc's correct. 

Si * Q F ' l n a l l y ,  we tallcedlast weekabout KPMG1s 

,, :.en: cirari t h e y  - -  or test report, I guess, that they 

, i pi.;: nti:;, hzviny to do w j  th the CLECs that were involved 

; In u&crec  deals or undisclosed deals with Qwest. Do 

5 ,  rrc:tlI rlzac? 
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A Yes. It's a - -  it's a report, if you 

2 wanr tc call ~t a report, it is a document or 
4 

2 troilectian of two documents that describes those 

4 e+xaiuatian criteria in which one or more of the three 

5 CtEea that we were doing the investigation, to the 

6 entcnt  LO which they participate in those criteria, and 

?kc results in that criteria are based, in some part, 

P are  due to a large extent on participation and 

9 ififormation £ram those - -  one or more of those CLECs. 

10 Q Do you recall the name of that report? I 

1 i i?rr_ra't ha3;fe it in front of me. 

-, -- 
,L "7, A (By Mr. Dellatorre) CLEC Participation - -  

2e . it Q Review? 

1% A Review. 

1, b A (By Mr. Weeks) I don't know how we 

36 ci3aracterize - -  let me see if I can get the actual 

:7 dac~laant name. 

5 %  MS. TRIBBY: It's attached to the joint 

19 QLEC cnrnments. 

3 3  CI.GI2E.W GIFFORD : Right. 

2 1  BY MS. TRIBBY: 

2 2 G lu;d you had categories in that report, or 

23 v!-iac,ever ) r i m  want to call it, of partial reliance, 

;!B f i ~ b s t a n r i a i  rellance and other. 

,. - 
t i  -.' i I7 { B y  Mr. Weeks) Correct. 



Q A n d w e  lookedat somequestions and 

answerg that WorldCorn had asked, KPMG had answered with 

rcnpect to tha t  study, and determined that, actually, 

An t h e  category o f  substantial reliance, there are at 

leas; s m c  instances when - -  where the reliance on  he 

f L E 2 s  involved in those secret deals was 100 percent, 

co?'aMertP 

k The data portion of that is 100 percent. 

Q And, in fact, as we discussed last week, 

fur aarne of  chose criterion, those were only 

&La-related criterion. In other words, there wasn't 

~ f h c r  criteria, correct? 

A There weren't any other significant 

a c z i v i t i c s  that we would have done that helped us 

develnp the result, other than analyzing the data given 

to us: that's correct. 

Q So, your findings with respect to those 

may have been based entirely an information gathered 

twan those tLECs, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q PJI~ as we alsa determined last week, you 

are naw supplementing or adding to that report, based 

on a number of additional CLECs that have been 

identified as having entered into these previously 

u~ifliscl~?sed agreements with Qwest, correct? 



h 'rhat s correct. 

C) Wrl da you know - - do you have: any better 

rdea r,xlday \&en that will be completed? 

X (By Mr. Dellatorre) When it trill be 

~ ~ ~ ~ w p f c t e d ?  I do not have a better idea. We do - -  I 

reaffirm that it appears that there will. be no 

n: i8 l t ;ona to the substantial reliance category. 

fJ Are you currently in the process of doing 

ktrat, cvsluat inn? 

c?r (By M r ,  Weeks) Evaluation is complete. 

J r ' n  under  internal review. My expectation is that, 

dr;lpsrtdk!ig arz the schedule for hearings and things this 

w * z t ) c ,  i t: ui l l probably be out this week. 

Q $5, there will be some addition to the 

ggsvr?ai ral.kance category, but none for the substantial 

re+liar.c.c; i s  t h a t  your understanding? 

A (By Mr. Dellatorre) That appears to be 

fhc  wsy I L ' S  shaking out, yes. 

f" * ;.ad that is subject to change at this 

'j- ?,:, : 1 <:1r - - 

$. . a  r efi . 

O Was the purpose for doing that analysis 

tnc adcd zhac you were concerned - -  or someone was 

c*?~n:~erncd ~ h a C  your findings might be questioned if 

w ,,,ti 1, ., , %;are solely relying upon the data provided by 



-- 1 :_, F.>;"t- xi>&:: may hrl.ife been provlded preferential 

i,:':%armcfl:: i?:: * f'"sr-;:T? k'lbv- 

P, (By M r .  Weeks) No. The motivation for 

?9;as, +,lastirrent u a ~  t q ~ x y  slrnple.  We anticipated one or 

:celre T,,iesr.ioals, i t :  one or mol-e hearings, about, have 

a&*:* ~ $ 1  t ham CLFCG participated in the test. And, if 

$ i b ,  I;::tw $lave they pirrtic:ipated in tlie test. So it was 

* 5 ~ l ~ h Z : - *  nor any concern we bad on our part, because we 

:~rzuc: ria a v z d e ~ c c  whatr;oe.rter anywhere that we didn't get 

=.~r,t.ia.s. t71r;rn rxtt-axght-up information from the CLECs that 

y.%ta:,ti..:xj"t:4td w i t h  us. X don't k n o w  - -  no informatiox1 

n m  heen brsugbr to our attention to the contrary. 

k18, P i t i ,  we just a n t i c i p a t e d  a question in regulatory 

pf ' ~ ; ; ? E P + ~ I  rigs, so we prepared an analysis anticipating 

I5ac q u a a ~  ion,  

9 And you actually haven't reviewed any of 

rh<;jx$s ~gmerntnts. You a r e  not aware of what the 

Ki%nr;iu:tr oxre aE chose aeals? 

A 'I'nat is correct. 

Q &IS 1; csrrecr that there was no capacity 

wi-r?, 1; prrfi::-rrne:d on Qwesr ' s rnan~iaL processes? 

$4 7 helleve chat's a correct statement. 

'~!r.s>~*"~~.'i  :/OC i.n t h e  scope of the IYTP, 

MS. TRIBBY: Thank you. That's a l l  I 

h.yl,*ti 



5 CI3AIRfGW GIFFORW:  Mr. Dixon or 

%>? .. 
.,?- . llobe~~fler:k? 

5 MR.DIXON: I will go next, if that's all 

*\ r;l?l;t 

5 MS. DOBEXNECK: Certainly. 

, 
E Y M I N A T I O N  

- E'T MR-  nIXON: 

e Q Good a£ ternoon, Mr. Weeks and 

5; ? 4 t J L  OeI . la~^ ,or :~e .  

I I; R ( By Mr. Weeks) Good afternoon. 

? i A EBy Mr. Dellatorre) Good af te~moon. 

5 v> 
a o Q I want to touch on a question that Qwest 

i S  raised initially, and just have you follow-up on it a 

1 4  t awefit discussed the fact that you were 

canciuctiag a dual test. And asserted something to the 

e f f e c t  that this was used to manage risk; is that ring 

s bell? 

A (By Mr. Weeks) I don't remember that 

Exact  phrasing, b u t  I will. accept your representation. 

O hnd  my question was, the concept of 

managed risk, I was trying to determine what risk was 

bering managed by using a dual test, if you know. 

A The risk of drawing a conclusion that 

<)weat:'s mysterns were operating at parity with retail 

when. in f a c t ,  they were n o t .  
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IU'BLLZCJ that be what Is known as a, "Type 2 

?::"JI-" :::' yo\: recall, or no? 

A There a t e  - -  should I give the 

a + > v + ~ : ~ ; m p i i f i e d  - -  yes.  

C 'Yh;~t ' s good enough. We have enough data 

c s z  i t ,  X , ~ L I S L   ought I wou:Ld be sure what type it 

4 . . ,- -f;i~.r, ,a gc~zsral, question, have you reviewed 

f j?'isnA;ngrb t h a f  have been f i:lecl i n  this docket since May 

rJ 92nti. di;tC>I: ,%:id t h e  reason I pick that date, that I s  

i A. 
* ,; w l r w ;  a f, re la3 eomrlrerkcs were filed, and then some 

TI $$c$g~p:e%%cntai comments. 

.$ % 

s X" W No, we have not reviewed any pleadings in 

i r ::Or'tz:cC't lo:: wi t:h t h i s  docket. 

: $Z Q And to the extent any assertions are made 

25 i n  rt~ntxc pleadings, that would purportedly fix the 

7 6  c-f*tn<:cYrib YQU raised, you would not be able to render 

9 . *2 F &.iy c%ptnionn an thane alleged fixes? 

1 $1 h I would nat be able to comment on that 

i Q  q: $ 9 1 3  . 
*- -, 
f t 0 Fine .  That will knock out a long line of 

2 ! ijtif~st:1i;~i? trig, per test . Back on about March 4th, 

'c 71 
+ HJ Weekc - - and 1 know Ms. Tribby alluded to it. I 

. n t,hk*~.igfit we w ~ i i l d  put it i.n real basic black and white. 

Z-9 i &w*f:.eve you made the comment in the vendor test 

2 c;:o~?fereraze with words to the effect, "1 will give my 
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n ~ 1 5 ~ a f  speech that I always give. Not all evaluation 

cxx;@rba arc ueiyhr-ed equally. Playing the numbers 

caw: of cnunr:nq up crlteria and all that stuff is a 

V e r ;  da~geruus r h i n g  to do, and I would encourage you 

n%r r e  do t h a z . "  Do you recall making such a statement 

sS r h r  - -  i belleve it was the first vendor conference 

nfi t4a.t-::h ' i t h ,  and 1 have taken it from the transcript? 

i c  i have made similar comments many times, 

a,s i w i l l  accept your statement that I made it on that 

Bnsfc . 

Q A11 right. And that statement reflected 

w 7  r ~ ~ r '  h. ~ ~ p ~ i ~ i o i ~ ,  on today's date, regarding the various 

.-riteria t h a t  have been discussed In your final final 

repax z, ? 

A !ft?S. 

Q 1 would like to turn to preorder-to-order 

irrtcgration just briefly, but I did cover most of this 

w t k h  HP. But just so it's clear for the record, did 

KPMG evaluate Qwest's preorder-to-order integration? 

A Not ia a formal sense, no. 

Q Do you have - -  do you happen to know if 

l,,FCG Varsion 3 is still available through Owest's 

c:'fgt wll%? 

A I don't remember the sunset date on 

Ralease 7 ,  s o ,  1 do noc know the answer to pour 
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qucsz i c r r~ .  

Q Do you know if Qwest has implemented LSOG 

V e r s i w r l  57 

A It's my understanding that LSOG Version 5 

sits behind IMA CUI 8, which was tested, and so I 

be l i eve  the answer is yes. It has been implemented. 

r3 Wow, you referred to a sunset date, just 

generally, saying you weren't sure of the sunset date 

far  Version 3. Can you just describe what you mean by 

a sunset date and what the impact of a sunset date may 

Be 7 

A Traditionally, as a vendor moves from one 

release of software to another, oftentimes they will 

have multiple releases that they support concurrently 

j n  krsoduction. When orie release starts to get a little 

ntd in the tooth, they will set a date beyond which 

they will not support that interface; to say, well, 

that's typical of  a sunset date. That's published 

tisu~lly w e l . 1  in advance, and CLECs are made aware that 

E h a t  rclease will not be available past that day. And 

t h e y  have to migrate to a subsequent release of one 

dorm or another. 

2! I asked if you knew a date when LSOG 

Verszon 3 might not be available. Do you have any 

t;cnse of the sunset date for LSOG Version 3 to Qwest's 
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s y s  telns? 

A I personally don't. 

Q An estimate. 

A I: think - -  

A (By Mr. Dellatorre) We just conferred 

with MPC, and their understanding is that it's mid-May. 

Q Of 2 0 0 2 ?  

A Yes. But that's certainly subject to 

cf1eck. 

Q That's fine. And as I understand what 

you have said about the sunset date, assuming for the 

moment that a sunset date is set, for LSOG Version 5, 

rhcn CLECs are no longer allowed to use LSOG Version 3 

for processing transactions, would that be a fair 

summary? 

A That would be my understanding, yes. 



Exhibit LN-OSS-54 

EY MR. D I X O N :  

0 .  Do you know if there are any PIDs 

performance indicator definitions for preorder order 

inteqration to measure the effectiveness of that? 

A. I'm not aware of any. 

Q. Let's move to another subject matter, use 

of commercial data: Did KPMG use any of Qwest's 

comrnercial data to make up the various monthly reports 

to go back and cross check findings of fact that you 

made in the various test that go you completed over the 

last several years? 

A. There are two fundamental areas in which 

we used Qwest-provided data. One would be on parity 

type of standards where we were required to colmpare 

Qwest retail for a period to what we observed for the 

Pseudo-CLEC. So in those cases we were using 

comrnercial data provided to us by Qwest. 

The other case would be in the data 

comparison that we referred to earlier, where, for 

transactions executed by the Pseudo-CLEC, we obtained 

from Qwest s~milar information about those 

transactions. This is the normal data that is reported 

Co the regulatory authorities, this is the underlying 

raw data. 

We compared data to data as opposed to 
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1 results to results, such as we did when we did the 

2 retail wholesale parity comparison. 

3 MR. DELLATORRE: And a third assessment 

4 that we did as one of our activities is the coimparison 

5 of the P-CLECs performance versus the CLEC aggregate 

6 performance to see if those appeared to be within 

7 reasonable or expect bounds. 

8 Q .  Thank you. 

9 Let's go to another subject, the 

10 discussion that we focused on a little bit earlier on 

11 human error that the other parties have talked about. 

12 First of all, you made reference to a Qwest manual 

13 order entzy PID adequacy study or it's been called the 

14 adequacy study. 

15 A .  Yes. 

16 Q .  Can you tell us just what generated that 

17 srudy or what the purpose was for it? 

1 B A .  Yes, 1 can give you a little of the 

19 history on that and its purpose. We were discussing 

20 the issue of whether or not there should be a - -  in the 

21 resolution of 3086 - -  Observation 3086, whether there 

22 should be some sort of test, transaction-based test sf 

23 the Qwcst manual order handling. A steering committee 

24 decided they did not want to direct thac sort of 

25 transaction-based retesting but asked the question 



-"..--.. -, . -...&> ... . 

l 8 r S  

whether KPMG Consulti.ng believed that the proplosed 

additional measures that were in Qwest's response to 

3086, along with the other performance measures that 

were already in place; those taken together, would they 

likely produce the ability for regulators to monitor 

manual order handling issues and problems on a 

going-forward basis? 

And we said, well, we would have to go 

think about that a little bit. And they asked under 

the circumstances then to go - -  the steering committee 

being they - -  asked us to go away and do what1!s become 

the adequacy study, the adequacy of the performance 

measures to monitor manual order handling issues. 

And it is a separate Ereestandlng 

docurrlent; it j.s not part of this report: it doc?s not 

represent, as this report does, a finding of fact; it 

represents our company's professional opinion ahout the 

performance measures around the area of manual order 

kandl ing . 

Q .  Do you know if that particular study has 

been filed with this Commission or made a part of this 

record? 

A. I'm not aware either way. 

MR. DIXON: Mr. Chairman, I hsve no clue 

whether that's been made a part nf the record. 
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1 CHAIRMAN GIFPOPJ): I haven ' t- ser?;l :t 

2 MR. DIXON: Okay. 

3 BY MR. DIXON: 

4 Q. Have you reviewed Qwest's resporlse to Lbe 

5 adequacy study? 

A. No, I havenot. 

Have you? 

NR . DELLATORRE : We 11 , I have nc: t 

reviewed a written document. However I've heard v e r b n i  

representations on various calls, TAG and otherwise, 

that I believe represented Qwest's position 01s the 

adequacy study and the underlying recommendations for 

performance indicators. 

Q. And to the extent you can t-czite those, 

that response - -  I have no problem with it bexng based 

on what you just indicated is your knowledge tsase - -  

can you give us your understandin.; oZ Qwesr's response 

to your adequacy study? 

MR. DELLATORRE: Generally I aelneve ~c 

was Qwestts positlon - -  and T wnuid certa:n!y be more 

comfortable with Qwest representing t h e i r  cswil 

position - -  that the number o f  performance lndiltrarors 

c h a t  would be required to adequately capture  the 

performance measures suggested would be a vcry  large 

number, given the opportunity for disaggregation bj 
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1 CLEt arid by ordering interface and by product t-ype and 

2 et cetera; that the sheer number of actual measures acd 

3 results would be a very large number. And L believe 

4 they suggested an alternative, however I am n o t  aware 

5 of the underlying recorr~mendation. 

6 Q. Are you aware whether any PIDs ;ire to be 

7 submitted by Qwest relevant to that adequacy study? 

8 MR. DELLATORRE: There were performance 

9 measures suggested by Qwest in response to Observation 

10 3086. I don't know if those same measures or other  

I1 measures were suggested by Qwest in response to the 

12 adequacy study. 

13 Q. All right, I would like to move on to OSS 

14 interface development. 

15 Did KPMG conduct any transactioxl testf rlg 

16 of Qwest's standalone test environment? 

17 A, No. 

18 Q -  Did KPMG observe the Pseudo -CLEC: perform 

19 any transaction testing of Rwestts standalone test 

2 0 envi ronmen t ? 

2 1 A .  The answer is no. 

2 2 Q. Did KPMG obseme any CLEC performed 

23 transaction testing of Qwest's SATE? 

2 4 A. Yes. 

2 5 Q. And can you tell us what was observed? 
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A.  We fundamentally watched them go through 

the - -  

(Pause. ) 

A. We conducted interviews with them and 

asked them for artifacts of the transaction testing 

process. We didn't stand beside them as they conducted 

that actual testing. 

Q. Did you or were you able to ascertain 

what versions of the standalone test environment were 

being used by the CLECs that you are - -  that you made 

reference to? 

MR. DELLATORRE: We observed progression 

testing for Version 7.0 and regression testing for 

Version 8.0. 

Q. You have added a couple questions. 

Could you - -  probably for the benefit of 

me and the Commissioners, perhaps, explain wh,at yoti 

mean by progression testing. 

A .  Qwest has defined progr'ession testing and 

regression testing somewhat differently than sort of 

the standard industry definitions - -  which is fine as 

long as those are well defined. I'm going to take two 

seconds and ta1.k to my colleague and make sure I don't 

masspeak here. 

(Pause. ) 
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1 A .  Progression testing is the full function 

2 testing that you would normally expect to see happen 

3 when a new release, for example, comes out and Qwest is 

4 changing i r s  - -  its formal definition of the inter-face 

5 and a CLEC wants to come in and ensure that all other 

6 things that were working are still working and the new 

7 things work as advertised. 

8 Regression testing is a little more free 

9 formed sort of environment where a CLEC may he making 

10 changes unilaterally on its side and wishes t.0 set up a 

11 test environment and test regime with Owest elhere it 

12 can test specific things, kind of a sandbox kind of 

13 testing mechanism. 

14 Q .  In the latter case of regressrcrn testing 

15 and the example you gave, am I to assume that the 

16 purpose of the example would be a CLEC is making 

17 changes on its side of the system and wancs to make 

18 sure it does not Interfere with the operation of the 

19 standalone test environment as designed by Q M e s t Z  

2 0 A. No, I would characterize the purpsse for 

21 regression tesrlnq as being - -  ler's a s s u p e  X'm a CLEC 

2 2  and I'm migratin5 my own software, my own OsSs, fram 

23 one release to another; or I've changed vendors on my 

24 side of the fence and I'm now using a different EDT 

25 translator than I did before and T just naat to make 
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sure that I haven't broken an:rth~ng on my s l d e  Sci 

that would be an xnscance of a situation where I n s g h t  

take advantage of the regression testing as opposed t o  

progression testing. 

Q .  Again some more simple questlans: a16 

KPMG observe the use of the virtual interconnect ccn t f r  

knowledge initiator also known as V I C K I ?  

MR. DELLATORRE: N o .  

A. No. 

Q. Did KPMG observe the Pseudo-CZEZ using 

VICKI? 

A .  No. 

MR. DELLATORRE: No. 

Q. Did KPMG obserse any CLECs UsLiILF 'ClCbP? 

a.  NO. 

Q. You have heard s m e  references to - -  ah. 
sorry. 

A. Go ahead, I 'm sorry, Mr - Dixan. 

Q .  There has been some z e f c + r c n ~ e s  ta 

interoperablllty testing at one point i n  t h e s e  

proceedings today. Can you just describe what 

interoperability testing is as it relates to 056 

interface development? 

ii . -. 't w e s t ,  rihe bistnr;. af !IJ- ';L$:1:Cs *.q~,:ti 

test with Qwest when they are e i t h e r  zne:r enr,t.rr:lS2 t t ~ r  
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rnarket for the first time or when there is a new 

release and there is functionality that needs to be 

tested with the CLECs, is that there would be a 

process - -  a stigmatic process that starts t;dch just 

basic connectivity testing and then escalates up 

through testing the various t-ses of functionality c h a t  

are there; but those tests are conducted in che 

rv'lurlt f; . production environment with ginny pig test 

And SO it is similar in nature to the kinds of 

activities that have been described for the standaioze 

test environment and progression testing but it's not 

done in the standalone way in an isolated entrirnnmeat 

away from production; it's done actually in an 

interoffice facility or capability and a way af uslng 

the production environment to accomplish testing. 

Q .  Did KPMG make any obse r~a t i ans  of t h e  

Pseudo-CLEC using Qwest's interoperability testzrig to 

construct its ED1 interface? 

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes, w e  did- 

A .  Yes. 

Q. Can you describe what you observed - -  
what that is, what KPMG observed? 

MR. DELLATORRE: HPC a c t u a l ? y  went 

through the process of cer t i fy l .ncj  With ~ x t e x - o p  and 

raised their observations and excepEioi~s. 
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And, in fact, KPMG Consulting1 raised an 

exception - -  I believe it's 3 0 2 9  - -  and our findings 

that the combination of data inputs inco th,cse f i n d i n g s  

were a result of HPCis use of an interconnec~ian to and 

through inter-op; and also our process exaviination of 

documentation methods and prccedures and interviews 

with Qwest personnel. 

Q. I want to turn for a moment to 

maintenance and repair issues - -  just a couple of  

questions. 

When testing Qwest's maintenance and 

repair functionality, were trouble reports submitted, 

for example, via CEMR, C-E-M-R, on an orders d~ie date 

as that date was identified in a firm order 

confirmation? Did you do that type o f  - -  

A. Yes, we did. 

Q. Or did you observe it? 

A. Yes. 

" Q  And likewise for Qwest's M and R 

functionality, did you do a similar report a n  

the day after or the day following the due date 

that was identified on the f l r m  ordes 

conf irma t i on. 

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes. 

A. I think the large numbsr - -  the 
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preponderance of M and R troubles were actually turned 

in in the evening of the day that was on the FOC date- 

There are some, I believe, that spilled over into the 

next day; but the vast majority of them were submitted 

on the same evening of the day of the comp1,etion. 

Q. So if I understand your answetr, your 

answer is yes to both questions? 

A. Yes to both questions. 

Q .  And under that circumstance, did RPMG 

identify any differences between how Qwest receives and 

handles troubles that are submitted on their due date 

as opposed to those troubles that are submitted on the 

day following 2 due date as identified in a firm order 

confirmation? 

A. In terms of the ability to turn in a 

trouble report, looking at it from a systems sort o f  

black box test, we did not see any differences in 

turning in troubles after provisioning completion but 

an the same day as provisioning completion, versus 

after provisioning completion on a subsequent day to 

provisioning completion. 

We are aware through our white box 

processing test that under certain circumstancss it is 

possible to report a trouble on the circuit prius ta 

provisioning completion, Eut we didn't test that 
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scenario per se with our black box testing. 

Q .  Just so iils maybe clear for the record, 

a black box test. that you have alluded to a little b i z  

on several occasions and I think; you also generally 

described - -  why don't you tell us what you mean &- a 

black box test in layman's terms. What is it you are 

doing and what do you mean by that? 

A. What we try to do in a lblack box test is 

assume no knowledge of what's happening behind the 

screen; that we take the publicly available! 

documentation provided to all CLECs, we prepare 

whatever the input is - -  or if it's an LSR ar trouble 

report, whatever it is - -  and submit that according to 

the business rules; and then look to see if the 

interface behaves in the way that it's supposed to, 

sends back whatever responses, positive or negative; 

does whatever it does on a timely basis and sc on, 

without any knowledge of t h ~  how and the why of the 

internals of how Qwest does what it does; as opposed to 

whirre box testing, which as I've chaxacterfzed is we 

sort of, take off the Pseudo-CLEC veil, put: on the 

auditor tester veil and go inside the walls sf Qwest 

and talk to them about their management process, 

procedures, controls, and the Like. 

Q. Let me see if I can make it very slrnpie: 
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What I might think black box test is I turned on the 

radio and if I hear music, I don't look behind to find 

aut why the music came on; I'm happy I got music when I 

turned on the radio. 

A. Correct. 

Q. Whereas the white box test, 1 turn on the 

radio; I hear music; and I want to figure out why, so I 

start gaing into the radio. I may look at the antenna; 

T may find out about radio waves and analog waves, et 

cetera. And I actually look at why the music is 

produced through the radio. Would that be a fair - -  

A. And whether it's a good radio. 

Q. Yeah, great. 

All right, hopefully that he1.p~ me at 

least. 

Then I would like to turn - -  I think it's 

lastly. Let me be sure - -  yes, lastly. Ms. Tribby 

discussed the May 7 CLEC participation report which, 

just for the record I will represent was attached as 

Exhibit A to the joint CLECs May 22 comments. And I'm 

also going to rnake reference KO the responses to that 

repor t  which were attached as Exhibit B to the Joint 

CLECs supplelnental comments filed on JllrJe 3d. 

If anybody wishes to get them, although I 

don't intend to go into this in depth - -  
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1 COMMISSIONER PAGE: Exhibit E? 

- - MR. DIXON: Exhibit B to the June 3d 

3 supplemental comments. 

4 COMMTSSIONER PAGE: Only mine says 

5 J u n e  6th. 

F; MR. DIXON: June 6th, you are correct. I 

7 apologize. I'm having my days mixed up lately. 

8 COMMISSIONER PAGE: Why? 

9 (Discussion off the record.) 

2 0 MR. DIXON: If everybody is ready, I'll 

11 gn ahead with m y  question. 

12 You indicated in response to Ms. Tribby 

13 chat you prepared this report because you anticipated 

14 name questions just like these. 

1 S A. Yes. 

1 6  Q. Were you asked to do the report by any of 

17 the khird-party vendors or anybody? 

I W  A. No. This was a totally self-motivated 

L 9  accivity anticipating questions. 

2 c; Q. You indicated that you didn't get any 

21 ~nfarrnatlon that was contrary to your findings and that 

2 nc - -  I lrnplied that you meant no CLECs provided you 

2 L  any ~nformatkon that would indicate that the data was 

i t -nc relrable that you were using. Would that be a fair 

25  a s s u r n p ~ i o n ?  
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h. We have not received any information from 

aq* source. 

Q. Would CLECs have access t o  each other's 

d ~ t a  to be able to validate whether there was some 

concerns they might have about someone else's data? 

A .  Oh, I think the actual data itself, 

perhaps not. But I think the question here isn't 

whether Field 33 on Form No. 7 was right or wrong; I 

think there is a more general belief that perhaps 

people didn't provide us all of the information that 

they might have provided us had these agreements not 

been in place. So 2 think it's more impugning the 

intent and the behavior of the people as opposed to the 

data itself. 

0 .  And how did Cap - -  KPMG - -  that was a 

slip - -  KPMG learn about what you refer to as the CLEC 

participation activities in the test as it related to 

what Ms. Trlbby refers to as the secret deals? 

h I h e  secret deals. 

i). 'l'es? 

h .  I n  t h e  press. 

B I n  the press? All right. 

In t h e  response that I represented was 

Exhibit B to our - -  to the Joint C L E C s '  June 6 

camrnenrs, there is a reference that KPMG might conduct 
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some data reconciliation in response to Question K. 

Last you indiccited you had done so much - -  had not 

dorle such data reconciliation. I assume you did not do 

anjr over the weekend either. 

A. That is a correct assumption. 

Q. So that would be your correct assumption 

today ? 

MR. DELLATORRE: Actually a correction I 

did want to make on that: For data that we received 

from any CLEC, one of these particular CLECs or any 

other for that matter, which is why it didn't come up 

specifically last week - -  that we were not able to 

validate the accuracy of that data or we identified 

issues with that data, we did go through a data 

reconciliation process, if you will - -  that word is 

used too many times to mean too many things - -  but a 

data reconciliation process of comparing that CLECs 

view of their own data with data presented to us by 

Qwest. So that we did do some data resolu.tion between 

the commercial view provided by - -  from the CLEC - -  or 

by the CLEC and Qwest's view of thaz same data. 

That question was not limited to these 

three CLECs per se, but rather it was done based on the 

conditions of the accuracy of the underlying dara. 

Q. And with that follow-up comment, da I 
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1 assume then what you are saying is that was an ongoing 

7 *.-P,,- - ,6ULess as opposed to something that was triggered by 

J che May ? report and the activities that led to the 

4 Mxy 7 report? 

5 MR. DELLATORRE: That's correct. 

6 A .  It was part of our sort of nclrmal data 

? assirniiation process. 

B MR. DELLATORRE: Correct. 

9 A .  Or an event triggered by this activity. 

10 Q. Has KPMG reviewed any of the contracts or 

11 agreernents between the three participating CLECs which 

X:! were identifj.ed as Echelon Telecom, Inc., Covad 

13 Canmun.ications - -  identified a s ,  Inc., but I think it's 

14 actually - -  Company, and McLeodUSA? 

15 A .  No, we have not. 

J 6 Q. Did KPMG observe any results from the 

17 Pseudo-CLEC in the same performance measures that 

18 related to the three participating CLECs upon which you 

19 could make any comparisons? 

2 0 A. No, because the nature of these 

21 evaluation criteria were such that the Pseudo-CLEC 

2 2  wasn't doing anything in those areas and that's why we 

23 were going outside the Pseudo-CLEC into the community 

25 at large to try to get our evidence and get our 

25 information because we couldn't get the information 
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from the Pseudo-CLEC. 

Q .  knd then toward the end of your report 

you indicate that you would be happy to discuss this 

situation and you would provide further information 

about: the potential impact of this disc1osu:re on the 

test as required. Do you have any additional 

iriiormation you would like to provide at this time? 

MR. DELLATOR.RE: We just provided it to 

you moments ago. 

MR. DIXON: That's kind of what I 

expected, but I thought I would check. 

Q. Mow, Ms. Tribby also alluded to the fact 

you intend to do an updated or follow-up report. 

A. That's correct. 

Q. What's generated the need from KPMGts 

perspective to do an updated or follow-up report? 

A. A specific request by AT&T. 

Q. Okay. And can you give us some 

indication of what that request is? 

A .  That we take the extended list of CLECs 

who were found to have these kinds of things and expand 

nur  analysis to reflect any changes to our documents as 

a result of applying thac longer list of CLECs. 

Q. And do you know, either off the top of 

your head or by consulting with yoxr group, how many 
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additional companies you will be referring to beyond 

the adds tional three? 

A. Somewhere in the seven to ten range. 

Q. And I asked you, additional; is that 

additional, so we're talking - -  

MR. DELLATORRE: That's additional - -  

Q . - -  as few as ten and as many as 13, if 

you include the original three? 

.R. The list we were provided by AT&T I think 

had a total of roughly 10 or 12 on it. I don't recall 

what the exact number was. So there were three on the 

initial list. I think there is roughly 10 or 12 on the 

total list, so I think there's roughly seven to ten 

more, but subject to check. 

Q. As part of your updated report - -  and I 

believe in Washington you agreed that you would attempt 

to answer the very same WorldCom questions that were 

raised with respect to the first report issued on May 

7th, are you willinq to do that for Colorado? 

A. We will do it one time on behalf of 

everyone. 

Q .  All right. Is that a document you intend 

to file with this Cornmission? 

A. We had no intentions for that document 

other than to meet the request that we correct it. If 
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someone would like to have us submit that, we certainly 

can, or we can provide it to parties who are a party to 

this docket and they can submit it. 

MR. D I X O N :  M r .  Chairman, I would request 

that that document become a late-filed exhibit since we 

have - -  the issue is obviously in play to some degree 

for whatever, it's worth. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Yeah. 

MR. DIXON: And the earlier document is 

in the record as well as the WorldCom questions. I 

don't know if it's going to make it in time for your 

deliberations, but I would ask that it be included as 

part of the record as a lace-filed exhibit. 

If KPMG sends it to me, I will take the 

necessary steps to in fact include it in the record, 

So you will have my commitment to get it 

in to you as soon as I get it from them within 24 - -  

one business day is my plan. 

MR. DELLATORRE: And our intention is to 

submit it to the ROC TAG mailing list and ultimately 

have it posted on the website, as well. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: So we can yet that: 

tomorrow? 

A. You can get it as soon as it's available 

MR. DELLATORRE: Which probably isn't 
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ternorrow, but we're making best efforts. 

COKMISSIONER PAGE: I don't know if one 

day - -  

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Well, we'll, I guess, 

hold Hearing Exhibit 5 and you can submit it. We'll 

jusc  count orr you getting that in the record and we'll 

admit that. 

MR. DIXON: What I will do, Mr. Chairman, 

is it print it out as I receive it, because I am on the 

ROC TAG list; and 1'11 print whatever I get and I will 

formally file it here at the commission so it's part of 

the report - -  an consult with your advisory staff to be 

sure it gets to everybody. 

I also would ask that the - -  

Mr. Chairman, that the adequacy study that's been 

cross-referenced also be made a late-filed exhibit, 

since it has been discussed generally, even before I 

addressed that issue; and I think again it should be 

part o f  the record. 

CK4IRMAN GIFFORD: The adequacy study 1s 

done, rlght? 

MR. DIXON: The adequate study is done. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Okay. 

MR. DIXON: And Qwest has filed a 

response which it can - -  
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CHA1KNA.N GIFFORD: Right. 

FIR. UIXON: I would have no objection to 

Chcn: puttlng lt in the record. 

MR. CRATN: Tom, isnl t the adequacy stud.r. 

an  exhibit: to your comments? 

MS. DOBERNECK: NO. 

MR. DIXON: I don't believe so. If it 

2 1 5 ,  I would be happy; but I don't believe it is, based 

an what I looked at. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Well - -  

MR. DIXON: I'll say this, Mr. Chairman, 

i t ' s  my belief it is not yet; and hopefully we won't 

have overkill. I'll just be sure one is provided 

ng~zin. I'll be happy to have Mr. Crain look at it - -  

and KPMG if they are still available - -  to assure it's 

t h e  right document - -  

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Okay. 

MR. DIXON: - -  and file it. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Okay, we'll hold 

Hearing Exhiblt No. 6 for that adequacy study. You 

s h o u l d  be able to have that here tomorrow morning, Mr. 

Dixon . 

MR. DIXON: Absolutely. I will do my 

best:. 

COMMISSIONER PAGE: Then do you have 



Exhibit LN-OSS-54 

206 

3 Exhibit 7 as Qwest's response to that? 

2 CHAlRMAN GIFFORD: Mr. Crain, clo you want 

3 your response to that adequacy study? 

4 PTR. CRAIN: Sure, we'll make that Exhibit 

5 7. 

6 CHA1RMA.N GIFFORD: All right. We're 

7 we've got seven exhibits and less than half of them 

8 here . 

9 MR. DIXON: That's all right, I got in 

20 trouble for not printing one out I got the morning of 

2 1  the hearing in Washington. I didn't have a printer 

12 with me unfortunately. 

13 But on that happy high note of 

14 cooperation, I have no further questions of KPMG. 

15 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Okay, Ms- Doberneck? 

1 G MS. TRIBBY: Your Honor, I found one 

3.7 dacuinent I was looking for previously; can I just ask a 

48 couple of follow-up questions on that? 

19 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Certainly. 

2 0 MS. TRIBBY: Thank you. 

2 1 EXAMINATION 

22 BY MS. TRIBBY: 

2 3 Q. I have in front of me Observation 3110; 

24 and I realize you don't have it in front of you, but 

25 the 49 historical issues are discussed as part of the 
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1 aaalysis for 3110 rather than 3120. 

.b, 

i MR. DELLATORRE: Right. 

3 Q. There is a statement in KPMG's second 

4 response and 1'11 read that into the record: KPMG 

5 Consulting suggested that in lieu of a retest it could 

6 review the orders from the earlier PID retest that did 

3 not flow through to try to get a larger sample to 

8 dcterrriine Qwest's performance on manually handled 

9 orders. 

10 That's the end of the quote. 

3 1 Does that change your previous testimony 

JZ about whether you were trying to reach conclusions and 

13 get some finding other than not satisfied through the 

14 review of that historical data? 

15 MR. DELLATORRE: If we were able to - -  

16 you know, that was prior to our actually loolcing back 

17 at Chat population of orders. So our - -  our hope in 

18 making that suggestion was to be able to avoid 

19 full-blown retesting, yes. 

2 0 However, when we realized that the scale 

-J .,, 7 and scope of the population of orders available to us 

22 was insufficient for us to be able to draw conclusions 

23 on Qwest's manual order processing performance, and, in 

24 tact, if - -  if you cite the rest of what it says in 

25 t h a r  observation response, it does call for the need 
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X far  a reees t .  

2 0. h d  1'11 represent to you that that 

5 response is dared 5 / 2 8 / 0 2 ,  the date of the final 

4 repurt. Bur that does indicate, even though you are 

5 suggesting that you couldn't reach final conclusions 

6 unless you did retesting, that you were hoping through 

7 the : : t l v i ~ k ~  of historical results, at one point, at 

B f leas t ,  to be able to reach conclusions, correct? 

SS MR. DELLATORRE: Yes? 

3. 0 A .  Before execution of the test. 

29. MR. DELLATORRE: Yes. 

12 MS. TRIBBY: Thanlc you, Mr. Chairman. 

4 3 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: We're nothing if not 

3 4  generous here. 

i 5 M s .  Doberneck? 

15 MS. DOBERNECK: Yes, thank you, 

17 Mr. Chairman. 

2. 8 EXAMINATION 

29 BY MS, UOBERNECK: 

21: Q. Good afternoon. 

22 A .  Good afternoon. 

2 2 Q. Hopefully to put away one subject for the 

23  afternoon about the unfiled or secret agreements, just 

24 a few follow-up questions: Did you ask - -  have you 

25 a ~ k e d  either of the CLECs - -  either the original three 
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identified or now the expanded list - -  whether they had 

in some way refrained or failed to provide complete and 

a d e y ~ a t e  information? 

A. No. 

Q. Did you ask any of the CLECs - -  either 

che  nrlginal three or now this expanded list - -  whether 

they believed they had received preferential treatment 

tram Qwest? 

A. No. 

Q. Nave you reviewed any of the transcripts 

from the proceeding in the State of Minnesota in which 

there has been extensive litigation of these unfiled 

ayreernents ? 

A. No. 

Q, And in preparing either your first 

report - -  I realize it was self-generated or 

self-initiated - -  or this prepared or planned update, 

have you solicited any input from the ROC or the 

steering committee or the executive committee as to 

either facts they would like KPMG to consider or issues 

they consider pertinent or relevant to KPMG1s report? 

A .  No. 

Q. In response to a few of Mr. Dixon8s 

questions regarding review of the Qwest commercial 

performance, that is the performance underlying the PID 
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reports, you indicated - -  either you or 

Mr. Dellatorre - -  that you looked at that particular 

body of commercial data, either where the ineasurement 

a2 issue was a parity measure or in connection with the 

reconciliation of the Pseudo-CLEC; that is correct? 

A .  Did you follow that question? 

MR. DELLATORRE: NO. 

A, Could you restate the question? 

Q. Sure. Talking about the commercial 

performance, the PID records, as I understood - -  I 

guess it was Mr. Dellatorre's response - -  KPEIG looked 

at that commercial data in two scenarios, either where 

it uas looking at a performance measure that was a 

parity measure that requires looking ail the retail 

performance, or it was in connection with the 

reconcFLiation of the data collected by the 

Pseudo-CLEC; do I have that correct? 

A. Yeah, if I could restate what I think you 

are asking me, yes, it is the case that we looked at 

Qwest-provided data in those two basic circumstances. 

Q. Were there any other circumstances just 

to flesh out whether KPMG - -  

A. Not that come to mind. There may have 

been, but not that come to mind as we speak. 

Q .  Now, with respect to the commercial data 



Exhibit LN-OSS-54 

211 

that was reviewed by KPMG in connection wi:h the 

reconciliation or whatever phrase you wanr to use with 

the Pseudo-CLEC data, am I correct that KPMG did 

discover some errors in that commercial data? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Okay. 

MR. DELLATORRE: I - -  may I, just for 

clarity - -  I think it's important that we establish 

different terms here: When we use the word commercial, 

typically throughout the report and our disc~~ssions 

here, we're referring to actual CLECs. So cominercial 

data would be AT&T performance data, MCI performance 

data, Covad performance data. 

What we're discussing here is a 

cornparison of P- CLEC performance data, only not 

commercial data. There is Qwest's view of the P-CLEC 

data and there is KPMG1s consulting view of the P-CLECs 

data. So there is no - -  no commercial data of actual 

CLECs out there. I think that's an important 

distinction, so excuse me for the interruption. 

Q .  Not a problem. That doesn't change at 

all my questions. 

In connection with your evaluation of the 

Qwest view of the Pseudo-CLEC znd KPMG - -  KPMG1s view 

of that same data, am I correct that KPMG discovered or 
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uncovered errors in the Qwest data view? 

A. That's Exception 3120. 

Q. And those errors encompass both coding 

t y p e  issues as well as human errors type issues? 

MR. DELWTORRE: Correct. 

Q. Okay. And through Exception 3120, all of 

chose were identified and then Qwest provided a 

response that was satisfactory to KPMG. 

MR, DELLATORRE: Well - -  

A .  Except for the case - -  if you look at the 

uriyinal objection and the original issue, it was along 

the lines o f ,  we didn't see what we expected to see; 

and as it turns out, some of that - -  some of the data 

that was wrong was wrong because systems produced date 

that that was wrong; and irl other cases it wats because 

human beings produced data that was wrong. 

MR. DELLATORRE: And, in fact, the reason 

Char that exception was satisfactorily closed was not 

because of a Q ~ l e s t  response, but rather because of the 

successful ececu t  ion of a retest. 

A .  And to be even more precise, the 

remaining issue that was in 3120, we carved out and 

created - -  and created Ohservation 31.10; and we could 

bifurcate t h a t  and take the resolved issues and put 

them on to the l.ist of sort of closed things that were 
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Exception 3120; and the remaining outstanding 

problematic issue standing as Observation 3110. 

Q .  And I think you will be happy to know 

that all t h ~  questions that I ever possibly coulci have 

asked you about Exception 3 1 2 C  and Observation 3110 

have been asked and answered. 

Turning then to what I t h i n k  I can in - -  

even according to the KPMG definition, call the 

commercial data, and that is the data that w a s  loaked 

at for purposes of a parity comparison, now did KPMG 

undertake any review or evaluation to determine the 

accuracy or correctness of that commercial data fox 

purposes of making a determination as to whether the 

parity measurement had heen met for whatever criteria 

or criterion where there was a parity standard in 

place? 

A. For the most part the scope of out 

activities relied on metrics or performance information 

provided to 3 s  by Qwest that had been the subject uf 

the Liberty Consulting audit of performance rneasures 

and data and so on. 

So we - -  it would have been retlundant for 

us to audit that which Liberty had already audited in 

the case of the retail data. 

In the case of the data comparison that 
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3. we did that was a resuit of 3120, t.hat wasn't anyching 

2 under the scope of what Liberty did, and we did review 

3 that in the sense that we compared and contrasted raw 

4 data and found problems in that data. 

5 Q .  Okay. 

5 I'm sorry, could you restate the last 

7 portion of your answer. 

8 A. Yes. 

9 Q. I think I confused myself, thank you. 

10 3.. No, I may have confused you as well. 

11 I'm saying on the last part, I mentioned 

12 there were two ways :in which we used data pr'oirided by 

13 Qwest, there were two types of activities. Xn the 

14 second type of activity which is where we compared 

15 information we had collected about individua.1 

16 transactions to information Qwest had collected about 

17 those same transactions that were done through the 

18 Pseudo-CLEC, when we did that data to data comparison, 

19 then we did - -  I won't say audit the validity of it; 

20 but, by definition, because we had submitted those 

21 transactions, we knew what the answer was supposed to 

22 be. So looking at Qwest's recordirlq o f  our 

23 transaction, I think you could consider a fo-rrn of 

24 validation or audit of their data. 

2 5 Q. Okay. And, here, l e t  me tell you the 
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1 source of my confusion: When you were d i s c u s s J n g  point 

2 two, the manner when you did evaluate Qsest data, t h a ~  

3 that sounds to me like exactly the first paP1c, w n i c i ?  1s 

4 it was reviewing the Qwest view of the Pseudo-CLEC d ~ t a  

5 and the KPMG view of the Pseudo-CLEC data. 

6 MR. DELLATORRE: That was a restatenenr 

7 of that. 

R Q. Gotcha. Okay. 

9 A. Yeah, just to make sure we're r e a l l y  

10 clear on this: The other type of commercial data that 

11 you referred to, which is case one, was where we tank 

12 retail data out of the reporcs given to us by Qwesz and 

13 used that to compare the average wholesale as de2iurrcd 

14 to the Pseudo-CLEC to the average retail as p u r p a r t c d l y  

15 delivered to the retail customers at guest. 

16 We didn't do any audic ing  of that r e r a i l  

17 data whatsoever. That whole set of processes and t h e  

18 accuracy of cross reports was the subject at tht: 

19 Liberty audit. 

2 0 Q .  So ~f Qwest were to state in reaponcc ta 

21 any of the closed unresolved or t h e  closed unable to 

22  determine observations or exceptions that it then had 

23 commercial data that suggested that KPMGis - -  t h a t  . -  

24 whether it was closed or not was trrelevank because 

25  commercial data suggested Qrrest was, operating 



1 sittisfactorily; you wouldn't be able to render an 

2 opinion as to whether the data Qwest is relying upor, 

3 has any indicia of accuracy or correctEess? 

4 A. That's correct. As we said, the division 

5 of labor and the test was such that Liberty Cansultlng 

6 was responsible for auditing the PID type of commercial 

7 data. So to the extent that the data being relied on 

8 by Qwest for commercial data was contained in those 

9 kinds of reports, the Liberty audit would cover that 

10 To the extent there was any other tirpe of da~ta, IC 

11 would be my guess that neither Liberty nor KPMG 

12 Consulting would be able to comment an that. 

C. Okay. Were you in t h e  room wh~en I was 

14 posing some questions to HP regarding Slide 54 which Is 

15 executing the transaction tests? 

16 A. (Nods head. 1 

17 Q. So you are familiar with some of the 

18 questions that I asked HP during that time regarding - -  

1 19 A. Yes 
t 

MR. DELLATORRE: Y e s .  

Q .  - -  the components? 

2 2 Great. I hope you will be able tu answe. 

23 those questions then. 

2 4 With regard ro the 11,000 figure fur 

25 order submissions at Slide 1 4  of E x h i b i t  3 .  HP 4 L * , -  a b r e  
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P to identify the list of products that constituted those 

2 11,000 either original or supplemental LSRs. Uo you 

3 have knowledge or information regarding the percentage 

4 break down by-product for those 11,000 order 

5 submissions? 

6 A .  Yeah, I - -  I can say to you wha.t we as 

7 designers of the test intended to have happen, because 

8 we didn't necessarily log the reason why everything was 

9 done on the HP side of the fence. For instaince i f  the)> 

J O  fat-fingered an order and sent another order in and 

11 they counted each of those orders in the 11,000, we 

12 can't tell you exactly what the mix is. We can teil 

13 you the intended mix was as followst Resale POTS was 

14 roughly 41 percent of the intended orders& W E - P  POTS 

15 was 25 percent - -  I'm giving you round numhars here, 

16 Q. Sure. 

17 A. UNI loops, almost 27 percent. And the 

18 remainder was other, cats and dogs' That was t h c  mix, 

19 You won t find that in the report 

20 anywhere. We went off at lunch and - -  in anticipation 

21 of this question and tried to get that i n f a r m a t i o n  for 

2 2  you. But that's the rough mix of what we had asked to 

23 have done. 

2 4 And so the actual mix i n  the 11,000 might 

25 be slightly different than that, but it's close to 
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2 Q. Okay, thank you. 

3 And then when I was asking HP regarding 

4 the order responses - -  and what I t m  trying to focus on 

5 is those orders that were placed that were actually 

6 provisioned to completion as opposed to being canceled 

7 after a certain point in the provisioning process. 

B A. Right. 

9 Q. Can you tell me - -  it's my understanding 

10 that for the orders placed by the Pseudo-CLEC that were 

11 completed, that that was limited, based on your 

12 identification, to resale POTS and U1JE-P POTS; is that 

13 correct? 

14 A. Well, fundamentally everything was 

15 provisioned - -  and I want to define what provision 

16 means in a minute. ~verything was provisioned except 

17 planned cancels and EELS with portability. 

18 N o w ,  provisioned means d i  ffer'ent things 

19 because we had different types of accounts. Same were 

20 working lines where there was actual customer prem ise ,  

21 dial-tone type, end-of-line sort of stuff. Sane w e r e  

2 2  just terminated in the central office as part. tif the 

23 design of the test bed. But the provisioning 

24 activities that had to do with switch translat~ons t h a t  

25 had to do with directory listing updates, that had ta 
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do with most of the aspects short of truck: rolls - -  w e  

had thousands and thousands and thousands of orders; s--  

as not to disrupt the normal flow of busrnc!ss far  r e a l  

CLECs and real retail customers there was a limited 

percentage of working lines where there w e r e  actual 

lines out in a customer premise; a lot of acther things 

terminated in the CO, so we could test a lot of things 

in provisioning. 

But I don't want to deceive anyone r n t b  

believing that WE had 10,000 actual telephistics out 

their working somewhere, because we didn't. 

Q. Can you identify the percentalge of 

working lines that were provisioned? 

A .  The working lines that we had - -  I don't 

have a percentage for you. We need working lines tor 

DUFs, for the DUF tests; so all the lines and 

connections associated with that were there. A 1 3  of  

the lines associated with the M and R test had tn ba 

there so tha; we could do t!-e real maintenance and 

repair kinds of things. And all the D S 1  circults were 

all working llnes. 

Those are the categor,Les that were 

worklng lines. Everything else would have been 

virtual - -  

Q. Okay - -  



A. - -  or physical. 

Q .  Okay. And I'm trying not to belabor 

within the types of testing; but what were the 

products, that allowed you to do UUF or M arid R ?  DS1 

circuits is obviously - -  what I'm looking at is - -  let 

me give you a context here: Resale POTS and UNE-P POTS 

are different than, say, a UNE loop. In some respects 

you could call it a billing loop because you can do a 

paper change and the carrier of record is a different 

provider without a lot of work. So I'm trying to 

work - -  what I'm trying to get at is in the category of 

worlcing lines, what kind of breakdown we had between 

what would be a billing or records change versus 

actually having to deliver a second loop, a two-wire 

nonloaded loop or a new analog loop, along those lines. 

(Pause. ) 

MR. DELEATORRE: I think somelrhing that 

may help - -  the informaticn that you are trying to 

discover - -  to supplement the test bed accounts which 

certainly were heavier in the retail and LDJE-P side, we 

actually used commercial observations. And here again 

L'11 refer to the definition I gave moments ago where 

those were actual real life provisioned orders, lines 

that we worked with participating CLECs. 

And that was in excess of a thousand 



1 orders that fell - -  that fall into the commercial 

2 actual provisioned lines; so therefore working lines. 

3 by definition. 

4 A. But the DUF test was resale and UNE-P, as 

5 you had described earlier - -  

6 (Pause. ) 

7 A. - -  there was 219 separate individual 

B telephone numbers associated with the DUF test. 

9 Q .  Okay. 

1 0 A. So that was also resale UNE-P, the 

11 Provisioning Test 14 stuff - -  a huge percentage of that 

12 was all - -  

13 MR. DELLATORRE: Commercial. 

14 A. - -  was all commercial working lines. 

15 (Pause. 1 

16 A. We actually said the same thing, just 

17 stereo. 

18 Q. And those thousand lines were distributed 

19 amongst the various regions, central, western, and 

20 eastern? 

2 1 A. Correct. 

2 Z Q. And for those thousand working commercial 

23 lines, KPMG was able to determine sort of from order 

24 placement through loop delivery, watching the physical 

25 activity along the way? 
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1 A. Let me make sure for commercial 

2 activities, especially with respect to Test 14 - -  Test 

3 14 was about provisioning, we cared less about the 

4 ordering characteristics for those because these are 

5 real CLEC crders. These were real CLEC orders. We 

6 really were interested in whether the provisioning was 

7 taking place on those. 

8 We had ample record built through the 

9 Pseudo-CLEC on the CLEC1s capability to order all of 

10 the various different kinds of products and services. 

11 NR. DELTATORRE: But, in fact, we went 

12 one step further in the lifecycle beyond provisioning 

13 and that was to monitor for repeat troubles later in 

14 the lifecycle of that switch - -  or that circuit, 

15 rather. 

1.6 Q. And +the repeat trouble determination was 

17 the PID time period that 30 days after - -  

l t3 MR. DELLATORRE: OP-5, I believe it is. 

3 9 Q. Billing: 

2 0 During my questioning of Hewlett-Packard, 

2 I asked a couple of questions regarding the 

22 interconnection agreement and the rate sheets. And I 

23 would like to ask you those same questions because I 

24 think you may have some additional information. 

2 5 A. Uh-huh. 
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Q .  I thinlc we're all in agreemtmt that there 

was in fact a rate sheet as part of the i~lt~rconnection 

agreement that the Pseudo-CLEC had. 

A. Correct. 

Q .  And that was the case for all states 

including Colorado? 

A. It's my understanding - -  

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes, correc:t . 

Q. And with the rate sheet that was - -  I 

assume the rate sheet was originally provided by Qwest 

to the Pseudo-CLEC. 

MR. DELLATORRE: Correct. 

Q. And can you tell me what if at all KPMG 

did to assure the accuracy between the rate sheet 

provided and either final Co~nmission orders, anything 

that was negotiated between the Pseudo-CLEC and Qwest 

or a tariff? 

A .  Well, the - -  the rate sheets themselves 

are part of the interconnect agreement. They are a 

contract or negotiation. There is not necessarily, 

per se, an independent thing to validate it against. 

It's a contract. We can agree my rates going to be 12; 

there is no other resource to check it against. 

So for the most part vje wouldn't have 

done an activity that compares and contrasts rate 
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X sheets to any other document because we wouldn't have 

2 believed that that was a relevant thing to do. 

3 A contract is a contract and agreement is 

4 an L7gI-aeme11t. 

5 MR. DGLLATORRE: Comparing the bills, 

6 liowcver, to the rates and the tariffs and the 

7 interconnection agreement is what we did do. 

t3 Q. So if I understand you correctly, then 

B .what you are eaying is when KPIJIG - -  or when the 

f#  Pseudo-CLEC reviewed the bill and KPMG in turn reviewed 

11 t h a t  for each, for example, line item listed, you 

52 Looked and said, did this measure up to my rate sheet 

21 and does this also measure up to whatever the authority 

1 4  is :or that rate? 

7 6 A. For that rating element, whatever it is. 

I6 Jind just to correct - -  make sure the record is clear, 

17 HawJett-Packard, as the interface for the Pseudo-CLEC 

313 phynically resolved the bills. They didn't do any 

1 9  auditing of the bills, they just passed them through to 

20 us. Wc did the bill auditing; so in that sense, we 

22 were the billing departmeat for the Pseudo-CLEC. 

3 2 Q. I'm a little confused when you first 

1% responded about the rates in your interconnection 

24 agreement, it sounded to me like it was a negotiated 

25 contrac:t. There is no need to look external to your IA 
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tc determine correctness or accuracy. 

Now I hear you say, when you are doing a 

hill review, you look at both the IA rate sheet as well 

a s  sort: of the authority. So can you explain to me how 

chose two statements reconcile? 

(Pause. ) 

A. It turns out that some of the reports are 

?ME..Ps in the JAI; resale is tariffed, so you would 

r e f e r  to what.ever you need to. 

Q. Can I interrupt. You said JIA resale. 

(Pause. 

MR. DELLATORRE: Some of the products 

are - -  when covered in the JIA or joint interconnection 

agreement - -  

Q. Now I have the JIA down and we can 

proceed. 

MR. DELLATORRE: They then refer you to a 

tariff - -  

Q. Sorry. 

MR. DELLRTORRE: - -  rather than a 

negotiated rate. 

Q. Okay .  

MR. DELLATORRE: So there is need to loolc 

at: one document to the next depending on the specific 

lirit. item. 
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1 Q .  All right. ?nd then again I understand 

2 t h a c  at least during the course of the test Qwest 

? lssucd rate notifications stating that they have been 

billing you in error, we need to change the rates. Do 

5 ycit7,:n recall that a6 being part of the things KPMG 

encountered as part of the billing test? 

A. Yes, when we did receive those 

b notificdti~ns we did audit whether they had 

3 retroactively applied whatever adjustments were to he 

It; applied arid they used the correct rate on a 

l i  qninq-forward basis. 

1; Q. Okay. Can you explain to me why if KPMG 

wan: through the process up front of reviewing the 

14 bills, confirming for accuracy either against the IA or 

1: whatever the source was referenced in the IA, why then 

l i  f i  rate notification was in order or required by Qwest? 

2 :  A. We wrote observations and exceptions. 

; Lk Q. I see. So what happened then, if I could 

% - put: that I n  Lei-rns of, say, Covad receiving a bill, you 

-, - ; : z t r ia ted a t i l l  discount; but it was - -  it's a 

7 Psi:uda. CLEC. l t  ' s an observation or exception. 

- 1  - 
q *, A Precisely. 

a, it  

d* .I Q. So when you did receive those rate 

2 not~ficacions you compared them to whatever was in your 

L:$: A ~ L ~ C X  agreement or the tariff referenced in the 
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? z~:erconnection agreement? 

A. Correct. 

0. Setting aside that which is compliance 

4 w i t h .  5 guess, your IA or your tariff, did KPMG or the 

4 Pseudo+CLEC ever go through a rate change as a result 

f:t a comrnissiun-ordered final rate with an associated 

L T i i t ?  .3 LIP-? 

A. Yes. 

MR. DELLATORRE: Yes. 

' 7  a 
.4-' Q .  And can you describe briefly what state 

I? t h a t  occurred in and how that process - -  what 

1 pmceaded? 

l i (Pause. ) 

i 4 A. We don't recall the list of states. It 

bS vaf i  more than one 

J r5 Q. Okay. And as far as the true-up 

X"? component of it, can you provide a brief description of 

18 h o w  that occurred? 

1 ' 
a Y A In the same way that whatever the 

- 1  .> . eEfecCzve date was supposed to be, if it was 

15 retroactively applied, then we would make sure that the 

-, P% . rlght credits and adjustments went through. If it was 

3 ~ r a s p e c t ~ v e 1 , y  applied, we would make sure the correct 

l4 ?:arcs were used on ongoing forward basis on the bills. 

! 2 -. 
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L iulrl d i d  HP or  you i n  reviewing o r  

* . ,i k $, HF P>z l l i n g  department e v e r  encounter  

b 3 ~  ilrjr;;jc. W ~ I - I - C  a trip was initiated or products  wlth 

+ z _ % ,  $T."  ,-..t F*,? I - G ~ V  stl-uccnren, t h e i r  a p p l i c a t i o n s  than 

* ::,jlC C .iir:<siaf+:l 51% !.be J I G ,  which I 'rn using a s  j o i n t  

:. :?," 0; ? JT4:inct I:!!! d-tp'@f?ITieglL 3 

1 t ic.. 

I;< a r  % l i d *  f i v e ,  your  p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  i t ' s  

*:cn:r b p ? i l r h % ~ 3  15.~. I ~ U C G G  l 'm loolciny at: page 5 j u s t  

r-.ln_:,at;r;e L t 2; La l k1.~1g about :jeopardy n o t i f  i . ca t ions .  

":'&ii: !a*%e I E ; I C ~ P \  rhn DT'CL where we have talkecl  about 

%~aP:i:yrl+ri ~:;xxtcp,rf &rid t;nrne o f  t h e  cha l lenges  i t  can c r e a t e  

ii- i  ~ l k ' v i ~ f  i -:.r::; ,LI might pnse. 

'The ques t ion  X have fo r  you i s ,  when 

~ 1 : ~  f%* : ~ : i l i & k r ~ - ~ ~  a t  a p a r t i c u l a r  sample s i z e ,  d id  KPMG 

r..,tva 4i.i;; :;cr$c,i*ria o r  p ro fe s s iona l  s t anda rds  i t  app l i ed  

Ti*.et said A: n ct?rt&in s i z e  or  a c e r t a i n  number of 

: : I h - ; ?  r r X  rir'nr3~1tit (31. CJ!:~~$Z'G t h a t  w e  cannot reach a  

c-hin;:lug :OM a i  a+*?..isf i a d  , n u t  s a t i s f i e d ,  o r  unable 

* ', zn-yqb? f 1 9 ~ P \ p v '  

* 
ac, ?'&[.re are  d i f f e r e n t  types  of t e s t s .  

;r .yr" ,re ~ ? ~ C , I I . I I : ~  a feature  funct ion t e s t ,  I can g e t  a 

- ~ i , t : ~ , . f : A  ax a nut s a c i s t i e d  with a handfu l ,  one,  two, 

- i 6i nyatem e i che r  works o r  i t  d o e s n ' t  

b.i.5 k 2~ v e r y ,  v e r y  small sample s i z e  i s  s u f f i c i e n t  



r ;~-  , ~ f  i : ~  y-u to  maire a conrlusj.on there. 

W?\ci? it comes to a performance- 

3 :  ;*late l. !s . i ~ f  npasure where you have to look at 

3 :, ;T!.<": r " ?  n-~r?~tCs LS3.2r . r  time, because you want to 

6-7PXC ~ t f i t ) s G l c  abut those events and make 

*C ;$a* : atif :ei3 r;:  r2::rt sarls1: ied, then you need - -  the 

:w:_ ,nce Lfia a , r r r , p ! ~  a l z u ,  the better off you are. 

A:: rliilcs of t- ,hutb as documented in 

Phs ~ " ~ c : z L  ~ ~ a l  appendix to the MTP, there was an 

+k?:es:tvtn:; amongst the parties to the collaborative 

:tI:+!rt %$%&n; t:cr;t n krould need to be svaaluated usi~lg the 

d:t&4 t e s t ,  t o r  example, and what t h e  minimum sample 

t . a ; r a  @dm f ~ t .  :Fiat, what praducts that: did not require 

a::&: rsgar-uuir af ;I &%tati.stical analysis, a.nd what the 

3 s , 1 : : i ~ 1 3 ~ ~  ~ a r n p l t ~ :  t i j  ze wabs fur that: desirable. Then 

~$c;',mrnticirttt orr wha the r  it's PID parity, PID benchmark or 

FfW?; pr-ofe:l!jxana!, we didn't always achieve what our 

r iirrlvi'. F P:&* F is F I ~ ~ Y .  clie MTF s appendix. In those cases, 

Ld!e.:: 1:' w f 3 s  PIE?-raf~ted, we used the rules defined 

;:; c ~ i f : ~ ~ ~ i r k r i t  : I ~ x : , I : ~  what: t h e  minimum sample size was 

,4fi& b ' ~  E*?: rcc;c:ng until we got that minimum size or 

s:; a=::::iri?re:f! t h a t  we couldn't get that minimum size and 

r .* .~ ,$ i ,  rhc%r l u s u e  to t h e  TAG and the TAG discussed what 

'r : 6=-3 iiscrau~ Chap t . r o c .  There was several examples of 

t k ! ~  x e p a r r  where the TAG just acknowledged there was 
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: $P: Z ~ ; P * ~ Y : .  ~ ~ A ~ ~ T I ~ ~  thr l t  cauld be done because we just 

u = : p : >  : :::%;Z\L:~ t~ gmc K O  the desired sample size of 

;i On khuse  cases where it was KPMG 

- w I- 
;*p.,,+=G: ~ : n g  * s  prbfcEtsi onal opinion that was determining 

1- s : , a : ; ~ f  if%:% zr.r ~ 7 3 t  sia@isfied, again, it gets back to the 

,:,s:~;!at:t~~:;: ksct.ween a feature function test and a 

i: ~ e t  f " ;~"PMw$? c w i ~ n t . ~ d  test. We l.ilre to see for feature 

'4 d .tr;zt,~i;ln i; n d n t l f a l .  When i t :  gets to performance, we 

? ? .+: : a # @  to ~ t c c  3 5 ,  that kind of number, before we're 

h : : J ! , ~ ~ - f c r ~ c b h - t ( . * .  We certainly will make, if we can, a 

S a  %-:??nr recsid, make inferences below that size, but we 

: r f ? ~ ? ? ~ , ~ e :  $6 hrai.?~ samples like that when we 're applying 

' : a  ;~,,i ;;:-aicssiana: standard. 

G r Q 'la-tl just: sazd when you're applying 

f+  yswr prafaasianal standard. You're using that in a 

5 '  v3annav dzflerent than the standards established by 

; r  ~ ; ? ~ % i i  an i t s  professional judgment? 

: r A 0 .  ?'hcrsc a r e  the ones I'm talking 

, i , L%P? L Z  

. . 
-I 

F; To be clear, slnce we've heard a lot 

8k3;1r : : J ; % U ~ O C I Q ~ B ~  resting, when we're talking about 

~ 2 :  f i:~:n+%r::e e c i ~ e n f e d  testing where I think you said 

. = i  - , i , .d ' t^~:  iix3k:ng at; a scr lcs  oE events over time, can 

* , Z ~ F  : t ide,  Ear %he purpose of thls discussion, as 
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2 syn~nyv&us u ~ t h  transactional testing or is it more 

k4572d t t M f i  t h a t ?  

? A It would be more broad than that. 

4 Bat uc can generalize to that for purposes of the 

3 cun?crsar.i on if that Is helpful. 

c Q Speaking specifically about jeopardy 

: n::ltiixr..: f o r  unbundled loops and here at page, I have, 

P ::3 ~f your report, there's a finding of satisfied for 

9 asuparciy notlccs for unbundled loop products. This is 

XZ. ari aggregated rncar;ura, right? It's all unbundled 

t 2 J w p s ,  i t 1  a riot broken down between an analog loop or 

22 a t k - 3 - m i r e  loop or anything like that; is that right? 

X 3 P\ (by Mr. Dellatorre) Yes. 

'L 9 COMMISSIONER PAGE: What page? 

i 5. MS. DOBERPaECK: I have page 93. 

3 , ~  T h ~ a  was che report printed off the Web site. 

, e? : c h n  1 2 - 9 - 6 .  

9 s CQMMISSIONER PAGE: Thank you. 

:'i BY P I S .  LtCIBERNECE: 

r c - .  0 Is lt possible that because we're 

!ctnk~rrg a t  arl urlbundled measure here that when we get 

- '1 *s--.. ,. . ,4t4dn ca CLEC-,specific or product-specific in fact it's 

6 5 $off"ab3c to have not satisfied? 

2 4 k (by Mr. Dellatorre) Is that possible? 

? f ,. , Q Sure. 
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i W C~rrailrly . 

i P- Witl'lln chis test itself, we looked at 

3. : "nn a : ~ y i w n s f  basls, right? 

Q A a+ rd$. 

* 
?a [by Mr. Weeks) Yes. We disaggregated 

+ $;&e f?kic.}r~ntinn wc observed and reported on a regional 

i W S i %  

33 Sw is it then also possi-blc that on a 

k & r a " , ~ - ? > r , r - ~ t ~ C ~  basis within the individual regions 

5; % n e t  Qwsiqk would have had a not satisfied had we 

I n 5-:t~i7kcd ek it an a statewby-state basis? 

r '% 
C I tT That's perhaps true, again, provided 

: 1 r h ~  oiamfilrl;: a i a e  i s  by atate. 

2.4 We organized this test by region, not 

5 Py g t & G e ,  so the results were never intended to be 

'er  'i93irxd c r ~  n gltste.-by..stnte basis. 

3 '7 A [by Mr. Dellatorre) It is possible 

jsk tkudt! cba f a c i l l e i e s  conditions, the work force 

1 cnri3t:xxons 1 3  a q iven  state, the interval rules that 

; "apy5l;. :~,;py hr;i G L ; C ~  ~ h s C  the related performance in 

' A . p , i,j.i-x ~ ~ ~ t + e  gbvex~ stares could be different . 

, - 0 1 bad one clarifying question for you 

-. I ;:: rdynrd  to the f i r l a l  reporc. Let me get you a page. 

;4 fr's r e g a r d ~ n g  CSR updates. This is in test 14 and 

,--? 1.n: Ii>nking J u s t  generally at page 104 which discusses 



TGP v t + l z d a t i o n .  

AS I understand it, the purpose of the 

.XP  -sil:lation was to determine whether Qwest updated 

rn  a t~mely fashion a CSR, or customer service record, 

&f:-: an order had been placed and completed by the 

>?hEC, rs ellat correct? 

A (by Mr. Dellatorre) The first and 

grrAmbly more primary purpose of the CSR validation 

was the accuracy with which that CSR was updated. 

SGbscyuent ta that, then, yes, there was a timeliness 

r-uwlunc i 0x1 , 

Q Did KPMG conduct the reverse 

c v a l u n t i n n ,  which i s  after Qwest either had a new 

urdor  br there was something changed about the Qwest 

nrde r ,  did KBMG evaluate whether Qwest accurately and 

r hcc  timely updated the CSR after some step it took 

" d r ~ t l d  ,..= u r e q ~ i ~ r r  a CSR update? 

F; ( b y  Mr. Weeks) You mean not triggered 

133. "is? 

l.i Yes. 

r l  I f  I'm understanding the question, 

utjzctz 3 wlli repeat in a different way to make sure I 

c n d r r o t a n d  rt, are you asking us if we evaluated the 

:ersil caperations updating of the CSR information? 

C: Yes.  



A We d3.d not. 

- 
#z i? Geeting back to something I asked you 

4 a fcx mznutrs about. Essentially what we had with the 

4 rzs:, wt%rc fou r  standards. The first wers the PID 

5 atax~dnrdc which is the P I D  parity, a PID benchmark, 

9 and R PFD diagnostic, and there was a fourth standard 

""k.;iric:h was any standard for which there was no PID that 

B a p ~ l i e d  and t h e n  KPMQ in its professional judgment 

9 e ~ c , a b l s s I ~ a d  a standard? 

18 A Correct. 

G "  
1 3  0 are there any other standards or lack 

'%f z$can@arcls that are utilized in this test? I simply 

13 atik thmr bscause I don't see anything that I want to 

X 4 t>c:iti $ 1 YYtI . 
'1 6 A We would not h o w  of any others than 

3 ;he onea you categorized. 

5 7 Q Did you c~nsider it to be outside the 

18  scopa aE your retainer where there was, for example, 

? Y  :a daagnaacic measure to insert your professional 

,[$ judgr~errr  c o  determine whether a standard should be 

2 1  &pplied where it was otherwise designated diagnostic? 

3% *', 
Q a Fi There was a collaborative agreement 

"St tilhiqh wa honored to treat diagnostics in the way we 

24 have desr r  ibed . 

"r a; ,.. % Q So you c~nsidered it to be outside the 
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acope of  your retainer to say affirmatively suggest we 

think diagnostic needs to be changed because there had 

been a prior agreement of the parties? 

R I think it would be fair to say 

we understood it was explicitly, not implicitly-- 

exph~citly not our responsibility to do that--and 

t h a t  such n suqgestion on our part would have been 

~nappropriate and unwelcome. 

R Turning to the standards that 

were cstab1,ished by KPMG in the exercise of its 

yraEess,i,onal judgment. Did the parties also agree in 

advance that was an appropriate thing for WMG to do? 

k I believe that would be a fair 

aosessrnen:. I'm trying to speak now for a large 

t?utd:~cr of other pe13ple and a large number of other 

crryaillzacions, but it would be my belief that someone 

who ~articipated in the collaborative process from 

t he  beginning would have that expectation and 

uriderstanding . 

C! I guess stated another way is, 

you didn't think you were in any way working outside 

t h e  scope of your retainer by establishing and then 

~ t ~ e n s u r i n g  against a standard established in your 

professional judgment, right? 

A The only other alternative would have 
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t"..;?i.: ".- , u I-;=:, ni&krs eual ucttiiun of those criteria at all. 

%. Tha t  prabnbly is not a very preferable 

a$ :Jidiil t; f:!:em appropriate to us. 

*I. 
'P A final question or two and I think 

r $>I.; fl l ,a~. t ? ~ e : ~  cwacwhdt: i rnplicir  in the prior responses 

?i i :z.*{B t;tvc:i tti~di~>' b t t t  1 want: to rnake it explicit. 

In tha c s r ~ d u c t  and execution of 

! - r ~ ; *  r ~ r w c  , Vi~l ' i .  i t ,  I1:PPtG' 6 preference to adhere to the 

~ n t i : s t y  s ~ y l t ~  test w h i c h  is, fur every observation 

t . 4  % X ~ , * + : ~ E , L Q ~  npcn t a  test until Q w e ~ t  passed? 

Pi Thwt'e the going in soft o f  default 

- L t w Flr also understood, since weld 

i.+ze*!1 -fj;iixng tr:'&,;rt: ing since t he  f i.rst test in New York, 

E h ? :  rri* t i f4r f tit; ' L ~ L X I I ~ ~ I . ) ~  arl:l/or the regulators can 

%en; it ~3 ps:nc where it ' o  na longer efficient, 

wttec~ive. pnnaible, or desirable to continue testing 

".i ,$ ykarcxcrrlar ai'ea, and that there will be some 

tLi::'i irws :li' k n d  te3C where you don't take that test 

.ir',e l yizi'i pixi-:a 0 1 3 t h e  way to conclusion, 

Q 1 understand certainly either Qwest 

c,; .r s uqtllarnr wou./d have that opportunity. What I'm 

ct:r,:riy ,!ti, y . ~ . i ,  KPMC;, ac  the third party tester in 

' - :AL . -  pax : hctalas 13-stace tent, was i,t your preference 

J +  f .-: f c :  ! c!xe m i l i  t n i - y  s t y l e  test which is to have 
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Qwtvst tes t .  until it passed whatever problem or issue 

i s  identified of an observation or exception? 

A We understood it was a design of the 

test that it be conducted with a test until you pass 

unless some other party other than us intervened to 

%top that cycle. 

C, A r e  you not rendering a professional 

hplnian or are you simply saying that you are 

executing what you w e r e  instructed to do to the extent 

you could? 

A That was the agreement of the parties 

as ta how rbe test would be conducted, and we agreed 

cc: conduc:t the test according to those rules. 

Q Are you willing to render a 

professional opinion on this particular point? 

A I don't know what opinion I'd be asked 

to give. 

'2 Is it preferable to have Qwest be 

tested until it passed any problem or issue identified 

in an ohsezvation or exception? 

A Without exception? The answer is no. 

8 Setting aside national disaster - -  

ti If the question you're asking me is, 

do X believe that test until you pass is a blind rule 

chat should be followed without exception, the a n s w e r  
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I, is n3, I don't believe that should be folloiued as a 

2 p r i n r n p l e .  

r J Q How about for the 0 and E s  that are 
F 
i e 4 clc jsed ax unresolved to be determined here, should 

& 2 should say we would have tested them 

u n ~ ; 9  @Jest passed or decided it didn't want to do 

Zurtlra:. testing, which it did in further cases - -  in 

ca?"::n LT! cases. 

If you're asking me do I thinlc 

shouldn't have said what they said, that's not 

any of my test business. As a tester, that's not my 

abflgation. My obligation is to follow the rules and 

present the facts. 

Would there be a stronger case on 

Qwest's part had they passed all of it and gotten 

themselves into the position that Verizon is in 

New J e x s a y  when there was all satisfied in the report? 

1 guess, if that helps everybody. But as a tester, 

T ' F I  indifferent as to the decisions made by regulators 

or  the company. 

Q Just one final question just briefly, 

I:ark both of you just state the OSS tests that you have 

been involved in other than this particular ROC test. 

A Sure. I've participated in some way, 
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1 ahape. ar form in New York, Massachusetts, 

2 Bewnsyivani.a, a little bit in New Jersey, I've 

3 p a r t i c i p a t e d  in Georgia, Florida, Texas, there wasn't 

4 a test in N o r t h  Carolina but proceedings in North 

5 Carolina, and then the five Ameritech states. 

6 A (by Mr. Dellarorre) New York, 

7 Macsaohusetrs, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, 

D Virginia, Florida, the five states of Ameritech, and 

9 tlic ROC. 

l lli MS. DOBERNECK: All right. Thank you. 

X 1  X have no further questions. 

12 CIWIRPIIAN GIFFORD : Ms. Je~mings -Fader, 

13 how long do you anticipate? 

MS. J E N N I N G S  - FADER : May I suggest we 

take a brief break? 

CHn1WA.N GIFFORD: We'll take a 

: 9 ,-Tr..in:;,ce break. 

i2ecess taken. 1 

CF-%ZEFA< GIfTFFCF2: Let ' s go hack on 

-!A4 "*-*"-,  
" * ' ,  - - 9 . - - " . .  

- 7 "  *- r c  g==9 zs PA-:% K s .  Zemlngs-Fader 

+- . 2, CT_~-:.:;:T~, > W , e = - s - ~  $;*ej:~ 7 -6  --+ -F- -,A -1'321'5. 

,',s- $-c. s " tq - z z -*  >r,l~&~s - I tk;r,i -,he 

* ..+ . - .. - 2 ,  4Zlf j l  ZZZ? CI:CZ.~_TS: -5  - 2  *U z.z-z=^_Z~= zz*z&-; 

:*? 'T "7 ,*-$ " + - = " T t r ;  1 ,*-*Z 5 ZLlf. 
w. 
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'4. caslcluded - -  done with questions of the  vendors, 

2 and we can resu111e C O ~ O Z ~ O W  mom-?g first t i l ing. 

I undersr-and from Ms. QUinta~za chat 

4 ~ I I I "  ~ ~ ? I ? % ~ L " Y E ~ Z ?  inetlftt~d of presenta~l~n ioTilor>:ox is f3r 

$ ';he CLEila ',a gs f irst  and then QWESE tc: ro:LL irs 

& rcbntta; ease ;ntw the - -  and rair p ~ e s e ~ - ~ ~ * ~  *A WE$ , .L 32 . 

A:+- , %sr :ha:, I don ' z ir;lw h;hz~re t k a z  

6 la.6"f,-,~ru i f o u r  Mr, Mans ,  buz we ha2 i r x  :.T- r z  rf 

'5 f ee l  sa a:,37*-~d 5 0  say a ~ y t k l r ~ j  02 t k e  recarzi L - ~ = ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ E T  

4 ,I; =, W~PDC. ELI= I think that9s hc3w uc'li zrcpceec 

2 ~w,3rmv and it fr-saks l i k e  we'll ke ajLe i2 g e t  

.I 4, -= "Lnrougk thac, sa on Wednesday all we haye I,ef: 2 s  

51 Hr. Srr5ghr. 

HB.. DiXi3rsT: For t h e  bencf it- of :he 

1% sarzles ,  Becky G f i v e r  u*rl'iL1 go firsr f o r  # ~ r ' l d ~ a x ,  

i d  xken I belleve we "1 go to M r .  Firaegan for AT&T 3~1 

Z q  %be tLE@ p-esencarion so char QiesE can once asa in  

3 p:cpzre fcr r3e cross + 

- f" 
3, -7 

,-,-.* - -  -F*-..-~-~WJ GIPEEf)RC: is char- f a L r  ~ S O U - ; ~  

. . 
-* - La! ct.'f r>'5:" ' ;.,:rr: for e-brer,rone? I think RPMG car, 

' a ,  '* ' 
* * I ^ F r * -.. + - 3  %XT.Y~E:'~I ~ G E  go next. 

'-1 
w - !-79. DELiKt.T.TORFE : Wyoming. 

Z 4  CXATF3WT GIFFOZD : Nyoming is lovely; 

2 4  i t s s  no5 on f i r e .  Yet. 

P'is . Se~mings-Fader? 
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MS. JENNINGS-FADER: Thanlc you, 

Mr. Chairman. 

EXAMINA'I'ION 

BY MS. JENNINGS-FADER: 

Q Good afternoon, gentlemen. 

My questioning will not be as 

organized as some of the questioning has been since 

I've not yet had the opportunity to go through this 

exercise with you, so forgive me if I somewhat move 

around through the report. 

First, let me ask a few general 

questions. KPMG has indicated that it will make 

corrections and perhaps some clarifications to the 

final, final report dated the 28th of May of this 

year. Can you give the Commission some idlea of when 

those corrections would be available? 

A (by Mr. Weeks) It would be i n  the 

form of an errata page. I think weekend at the 

1.atest. Definizely he this week. It will be before 

F71onday of next week. 

ia SeEoar rthe 17th of June? 

A . - :es. 
P d k z  - Thank :;c.u . 

53me ~ 2 . ~ 5  genera: cpdestlans. Wjth 

T E S ~ ~ C :  T.C ;ke < ~ S . L ~ J C S ~ ~ Z  :ha= yoz'ue had u l ~ h  t h e  
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1 parlies so far having to do with diagnostic measures, 

2 I * d  like to have slightly different discussion with 

3 ) t ~ ~  ahout diagnostic measures. 

9 First, I understood you to state that 

S ctle ROC OSS test was unique with respect to diagnostic 

6 ilraar;urcs insofar as there were so many diagnostic 

? measures compared to other plans with which you're 

B fanllliau; is that correct? 

B A That's correct. 

3 0 u Now, how have the other state 

I X   omm missions - -  and I appreciate each of you reading 

3.2 into the record your extensive experience with respect 

L3 to other QSS testing. How have the other state 

1 4  ~;unorrissions , in your experience, treated diagnostic 

15 measures? By that I mean, have they used them as 

16 bases for their recommendations to the FCC? Have they 

1'7 assigned some weight, no weight, a lot of welght? 

I 8  Just in general, can you give the Commission some 

19 sense ef how diagnostic measures have been treated in 

20  t h e  past? 

2 1 A We certainly don't have insight 

22  into a l l  the deliberations and all of the backroom 

23 conversations that take place between arid amongst 

24 Comrnis~ion and staff and so on, and each jurisdiction 

25 has a different set of ceremony and process and those 
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kinds of things. 

But the situations that I'm familiar 

with, 1 think there has been an attempt on the part 

c ~ E  the Zomrnission to take input from the parties as 

to the significance of the actual level of service 

delivered and then to consider that in the same way 

chat they would consider any of the rest of the 

rrcord, looking at the pros and cons of the advocacy 

rase8  arid trying to weigh in on those, whether they 

f e l t  the level of performance delivered at: CLEC was 

con~istent with the level of - -  of the pseudo-CLEC 

was consistent with the level of performance that's 

delivered on a regular basis to CLECs that are trying 

to compete in that jurisdiction. There is that sort 

of competition. 

And also looking at just the absolute 

values, trying to determine whether the level o f  

service delivered as indicated by that is at a level 

'chat the Comnussion, at least i.n the back of their 

minds, establrshed some kind of standard in their own 

m i n d  as to what they thought was acceptable or not 

acceptable. 

So I think it's a combination of 

a priori what's good, what's bad in their own minds, 

sort of influenced perhaps one way or the other in the 
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: finat analysis with what they feel the compelling 

," , 7 ~ g i . r n ~ n t s  were in the advocacy cases. 

As far as going forward in the 

4 -;wnl-t2 t t ~  tliar;l~ington, I don'rr really recall one way or 

s &kncl!:hcx- whether any of the diagnostic measures weighed 

rl FSt?a3~l,ly :>1* 11t3t in any of the recommendations to 

%axzhingtnn. I donot recall. It's been too long since 

f wa d ~ d  ~ l l  that and 1 just don't remember the answer. 

A Certainly the major issues that came 

L i b  x2i.i: of" rno&t. CJE the t , c s t s ,  the areas of concern to the 
: k  a t a t e  reguii?tnr 's  and t,hat the federal regulators cited 

i l/ 
l a  8% being areao that they were most concerried about in 

$3 thr* r*p~;"!.icstions were not necessarily in those areas. 

R$J! again, as my earlier comments, the number of 

ddaqnsatic criteria have been zero or very few in most 

af the other tests. Maybe that isn't as telling as it 

%:~uLd be to help you guys decide what you're going to 

da hcce given the volume of diagnostics you're faced 

wi t f l .  

W (by Mr. Dellatorre) To follow up on 

Mr. Weeksf last comment. What I've seen in the past, 

* *  3. ,, ~ h e  E D U ~  categories of measurements that I believe 

,- - one oE the CLEC representatives articulated earlier, 

4 ttle benchmark standards, the parity standards, the 

2 diagnostic standards, all of the PID and then KPMG'S 



2 4 5  

f nssngncd standards, I believe rather than four 

cacrq;orzes, what I've seen previously is that there 

3 r,lcre ~ r u l y  only three categories; that there were t h ~  

$1 pertorrnance nictrics or measurements or PIl3s that may 

5 !:i some cases be parity and others benchmark, and then 

c tllecc w e r e  i<PPdG1 s standards applied. The concept of a 

7 ~ L S < J ~ " I O S ~ ~ C  measurement didn't truly exist in some of 

R t h e  other jurisdictlons that I 'm familiar with. 

9 Q Thank you, Mr. Dellatorre. You've 

30 ailowed me to segue into another area I'd like to 

i i  discbres with the KPMG representatives having to do 

2 2  with the KPMG established criteria for evaluation in 

X3 rl!c absence of the standards eseablished either by 

14 benchmark or by parity. 

1 S 1 think that principally arises, if 

26 f c m  reading this information correctly, when you're 

57 t a l k i n g  about evaluation criteria 18-6-1, 18-6-3, and 

1% 13-7-1. Is t h a ~  essentially correct? I think those 

2 9  arc the primary ones where KPMG has assigned values 

2 e  using its professional judgment? 

2: A (by Plr. Weeks) No. I think there are 

2 hundreds of cases in the tesr where KPMG Consulting - -  

2 3 Q I should have been more precise. 

2 4  With respect to the issues that were not satisfied, 

15 closed, not determined, and I forget the other 
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category of closed. 

A (by  Mr. Dellatorre) Unresolved. 

Q Unresolved. Thank you. I think those 

are the principle ones where it was a KPMG evaluation 

criteria of mine? 

A There is a unique condition for 

criteria 16-3-5, that while there was a predetermined 

agreed-to benchmark or set of standards, they were not 

derived from the PIDs but rather from a benchmarking 

exercise that was done in open and collaborative forum 

where formal benchmarks were established. So 16-3-5 

is s~mewhat of a hybrid between the KPMG consulting 

produced standards versus the existing PID standards. 

The maintenance and repair CEMR volume test went 

through this benchmarking exercise where the 13 

relevant transaction types each had a standard 

established in advance of conducting the volume tests. 

But as for your categorization af the 

other criterion 18-6-1, 18-7-1, you're correct, those 

are standards that where KPMG consulting produced. 

A (by Mr. Weeks) As is 18-6-3. 

Q Thank you. I appreciate that you have 

identified professional judgment as the basis on which 

KPMG selected in the case, for example, of  criteria - -  

evaluation criteria 18-6-1 a 95 percent closeout. 
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I assume it's 95 percent that was the asse!ssment of 

KPMG as based on its professional judgment., correct. 

A (by Mr. Weeks) Correct. The 

95 percent standard was our professional judgmen:. 

The actual number of observations were facts and then 

we would calculate the percentage a ~ d  compare it to 

our established. 

Q Thank you. Now, can you give the 

Commission some sense of what factors or experiences 

in the telecommunications area KPMG has which went 

into the foundation and provided the foundation for 

its professional assessment and judgment that 95 

percent was correct percentage? 

A Most of the ber~chmilrks that we used 

in the ROC test are continuations of benchmarks we 

have used in other jurisdictions, so there is s u m  

sort of momentum or some consistency in mcssr: cases 

between the standards used in this test when we 

determine the standard and those st.andardrs used 

in many if not all of the other tests. 

Some of the factors that went I n to  ?he 

original decision-making about what should a stan3ara 

be or what should the values of the standard he . -  : 

can talk about the process we used to do that and I 

can talk ab~ut some of the people that: execc:e;i rhht  
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process and I can talk about. some of the thinking that 

went into that. 

The process we used to set our 

standard is usually to sit down with a collection of 

pe~3;31~! who have a significant amount of industry 

experience, both in the ILEC community, the CLEC 

cammunity, the IXC community, who know these business 

processes very, very well, they have operisted in that 

~nvironment, some people for as long as 25 or 30 

ycnrs, they understand what's achievable, what some of 

rhe difficulties and hurdles are in trying to 

accumplish a particular standard especially as it 

becomes more strict, and we convened a collaborative 

of the gray hairs, if you will, to sit down and talk 

about these things. What's a reasonable standard? 

So the process was a collaborative 

process, the people doing it were people such as 

myself and my boss, and guys like Bob Falconi over 

there, with more years than he'd like to admit in 

the industry, people like Chuck Keene, farmer AT&T 

enployee of many, many years, who have testified in 

regulatory proceedings over the years and given expert 

testrirnony back many years. That's how we did it. 

Some of the factors we considered. 

!$e would, in general, hold a computerized process to a 
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1 higher standard of repeatability and consistency of 

2 performance than a manual process where human beings 

3 are involved. We never hold the company to the 

standard of perfection except in the sense that ~ . f  

5 they say a transaction should work this wlay, then it 

6 must work that way. Feature function testing, it 

7 either works or it doesn't work. Document is either 

8 accurate or inaccurate. So when we're talking about 

9 things where it works or it doesn't work, then the 

10 standard is perfection. 

11 As we move away frorn those things and 

12 we move away to more performance-oriented types of 

13 measures, then we say that some reasonable amounf 

14 of error is probably to be tolerated becaiuse the 

15 standard of perfection is just too high a standard 

16 to hold anybody or any company to. 

17 So those are general principles that f 

18 would argue. 

19 We have not, I might say, attempted 

20 to try to dollarize the impact of my of these failures 

21 on any of the CLEC community, we have not attempted CQ 

2 2  do any empirical research into the actual consequenccu 

23 in the CLEC community to picture failures chat have 

24 occurred historically, so we haven't gone at it as an 

25 exercise in economics. We have really looked at i L  
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more as a, what is a reasonable expectation? 

We also applied what have w e  seen 

in other industries and in other service provider 

kinds of instances where there were negotiated senice 

level agreements, those sorts of things, for computer 

environments and tlze like. We brought those 

experiences to bear as well. What kind of standards 

do people voluntarily agree to be measured by for 

these kinds of things? We've tried to factor that 

in as well. 

A (by Mr. Dellatorre) An additional 

component is consideration and a knowledge and 

awareness of the underlying processes that we were 

evaluating. 

For example, the receipt of 

various response types in the ordering pr(ocess, 

our understanding of that interaction between the 

CIIEC and the CLEC's end customer or t.he consumer and 

the CLEC and the ILEC in trying co retrieve preorder 

information as an example, that may need to be dene oil 

the fly while you're talking to your consumer as the 

CLEC, and therefore measuring thar sort of performance 

in seconds is probably a worthwnile exercise. 

on the other hand, response types :hat 

are confirming an order or confirminy the completion 
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1 of an order can take minutes, hours, and clays because 

2 there is not that immediacy of the impact on the 

3 end-user or the CLEC1s ability to transact: or find 

4 information in a matter of seconds. So we did also 

5 employ our knowledge of the underlying business 

5 processes in trying to establish boundaries for 

f what reasonable performance would be. 

8 c? Gentlemen, did KPMG apply these same 

9 - -  develop its professional judgment-based benchmarks 

XU in the same way for the criteria that passed as far 

11 the criteria we're discussing that did not pass? 

1 2 A (by Mr. Weeks) All the staindards 

13 were developed before the start of the test so that w e  

14 didn't know how Qwest was going to perfotln in any area 

15 before we started the test. But we established the 

16 standard before we started the test in chat particular 

17 area so that we would have a clear understanding of 

18 when the company got to the point in the course of 

19 testing where they couldn't continue - -  it didn't make 

20 sense to continue to test because they couldn't p d s s ,  

21 for example. So if you say we're going to do 100 of 

22 something and it's 95 percent standard, as soon as you 

23 have six errors you stop testing even if that's s i x  

24 out of  six, because there's no point; you can't pass 

25 at that point. 
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P Q Once KPMG had determined its 

2 judgment-based criteria, were those then communicated 

3 to the ROC OSS test, either back to the ROC TAG or by 

4 some other meails so that the standards were know-, as 

S you say, having been developed before the beginning of 

6 the test, the standards were known before the 

I' beyinnlng of the test? 

El A No. In general, no. 

n - A (by Mr. Dellatorre) The flrst point 

10 a? which the community at large would be aware of the 

II standards that we're applying was when we identified 

12 problems that we then published observations or 

23 exceptions where typically as a matter of course we 

16 would incorporate or identify what the standards were 

15 we were looking for and in fact why Qwest was not 

36 meeting that standard. 

17 Q At which point one would say - -  KPMG 

38 would have identified its judgment-based criterion as 

19 the benchmark and then followed from that? 

2 0 A To follow on Mike's example of the six 

21 out of 100, if we had identified those six in May of 

22 last year, we would produce an exception that said we 

23 have a standard of 95 percent, these six have already 

24 been identified as incorrect, et cetera. 

2 5 COMMISSIONER PAGE: May I ask a 
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question? 

MS.  JENNINGS-FADER: Please interrupt 

me at any time. 

COMMISSIONER PAGE: Who did know about 

these standards that you set before the test started 

so there was verification that they weren't thought up 

during the test? 

MR. WEEKS: They were in our detail 

test plans that were created in advance. 

COMMISSIONER PAGE: And presented to? 

MR. WEEKS: Those were reviewable by 

MTG and others that were administered and managing the 

test, but we didn't share them with the community at 

large in part in some cases because we didn't want 

Qwest to understand what the standard was either. 

BY MS. S E W I N G S - F A D E R :  

Q Which is an interesting point. Why in 

your tester opinion was it important that Qwest not 

know the standard? 

R (by Mr. Weeks) I think sometimes i f  

you're a test targeting, you know how well you have zo 

do in order to pass. You have a tendency to achieve 

to that level. We were more interested in 

understanding what level they would actually achieve 

in measuring and reporting that in an unbiased way. 
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;B >'Oil krrow you only have to get an 80 on the final 

exam to pass the course, you might not work as hard as 

I E  you don't know what you need in order to pass the 

IIOq";YHe. 

A (by Mr. Dellatorre) We were 

evaluating Qwest based on not on how well they could 

pcrfarrrr on the test but rather how well they provide 

wholesale services. 

Q Thank you. I would move on to a 

different area. These questions have to do with my 

understanding of your discussion today and also from 

reading report about test 19.6-1-17. 

Am I correct that KPMG did not use a 

delay  usage f ee  for returns, that is to say did not 

use c h e  process when there was an incorrect or some 

question on the daily usage fees? 

P. (by Mr. Weeks) That's a correct 

statement. In fact, I would go farther than that. 

Not only d l d  we not use it, we've not seen a single 

esample of an:, s l r l g l e  CLEC or any ILEC use it. 

A I ~ J ; . ~  Mr. Dellatoxre) It's not used 

commercially either, to the best of our understanding. 

The returns process is not typically followed in its 

fornlal presentation as made available by Qwest. The 

CEIECS don't indeed to employ that process to achieve 
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t R r  same results that you would want to achieve in the 

rt?Cur?:s process. 

A (by Mr. Weeks) Normally they will 

c a l l  the h e l p  desk in the billing area and suggest 

t h & t  the DUF file they've received is not accurate. 

Owcsk  would typically look into that and if they 

agree. then the process would be to recreate the DUF 

f i l e  and send a new DUF file. So that I'm going to 

re turn  these six records off of this file as some kind 

of return process is just not commercial practice. 

Q I believe what you're saying 

i.8 that there was a test of a process which while 

kheoretically in existence was not used in practice 

an2 in practice an undocumented process was used for 

r i le  sarne purpose to take care of a DUF problem? 

A Yes. I think it's fair to say CLECs 

}rave more than one way to raise issues with a DUF file 

arid for the most part don't choose the retcrn process 

because it's more onerous and more labor intensive 

than the alternative that's available to them. 

Q Okay. If I understand - -  this is a 

genuine source of confusion for me. So instead of 

using the process, either the test process, the daily 

usage fee return process, which is set aside as not 

being something people really use, and instead of 
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f +:B;:Q - .  f a r g ~ v c  me for calling ir. an undocumented 

zrr:,-:'-c?$8, but  t h e  o ther  alternative, more informal 

;:r:-rcsa that apparently CLIECs actually use - -  

ii Correction. We did use that process. 

3 u:hr?n w e  (?,iscovered problems with the DUF, we would 

F. ca4; t h e  help desk and say we have problems with the 

" DDfc' l i f e  &;xi would cornmunicate those problems and they 

$ k'cit116 rcaearch for chem, and then based upon what we 

9 c a ~ ,  we wouXd wrlte observations and exceptions. 

la  f n  we did makc calls to the help desk as well. 

1 l A (by Mr. Dellatorre) But we didn't 

i 2  er.sf uwtrs? the in£ urrnal returns process. We employed 

k J i c  hut wc  didfi't evaluate it. 

t 4 v That's where I was going. That's 

? 4  exec:r,ly nry aource of confusion. Because I understood 

i t h a t  ae least with respect to the billing maintenance 

19 and repair and some other functions, KPMG was acting 

1 R  ae Chc business office of the pseudo-CLEC for purposes 

19 o f  aaecssing the relationship of a CLEC to Qwest. 

2 0  1 tt uly am confused as to why in the test KPMG opted 

2 :  zo use the exceptions and observatibns process in the 

$ 9  way in which you've discussed instead of doing more 

2 .  Iorntal analysis, if you will, of the process that 

2 4  apparently most CLECs used, 

I r;. A As you have indicated, that's a light 
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u ~ l g h t  process which has two steps: Make a telephone 

ca13 and receive a telephone call. So there's not a 

lot of process to evaluate there. 

We are obligated by the definition of 

the master test plan to raise all problems and issues 

cha r  we identified in the test in observarions and 

exceptions. So we, on the one hand are obligated, to 

use O and E process. We didn't have a choice there 

and wouldn't have wanted to have a differlent choice. 

We in fact invented that process in New York, so we 

believe in that process. The other, which is the 

informal process, if we want to call it, there ' s just 

not enough substance or meat to it for us to have 

formed an opinion on it. Could we have? Yes ,  we 

could have. Did we? No. Was it MTP? We didn't 

do it. 

A (by Mr. Dellatorre) The combination 

of three tests that we did do, we believe provides 

reasonable evidence to allow folks to draw conclusions 

and that is the actual DUF evaluation itself ta 

determine whether or not the DUF is correct. 

Secondly, the help desk evaluztion, 

which assesses the ability and responsiveness and ease 

with which the CLECs can contact Q w e s t .  But then also 

the account management evaluation which we monitorecl, 
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assessed, and evaluated the construction of and 

adhersnc:~ to the account management process which in 

f a c t  is the process that is invoked typically by the 

CSECs to address the DUF issues. So we did look at 

the account management process but sort of at a more 

aggregate level than specifical1.y DUF returns. In 

fact, we attended those meetings and the pseudo-CLEC 

was involved in that as well. 

Q A quick xequest for clarification. 

In some discussion having to do with the standalone 

test elwironment, you stated that KPMG did no 

transaction or advocacy testing of the statndalone test 

environment; is that correct? 

A (by Mr. Weeks) That's correct. 

Q And then did not observe a pseudo-CLEC 

transaction testing of the standalone test 

envjronment ? 

A Pseudo-CLEC did not execute any 

rsallsactions so there was nothing for us to observe. 

Q Good. Thank you. But you did obsel-~e 

some real CLECs as opposed to pseudo-CLECs performing 

transactions on the standalone test environment, 

I thought you said, then later I thought you said 

soinething that contradicted and I want to get. clear 

what happened. 



I Then I believe you said that maybe we 

- strr in ' t  do that but we did definitely review documents 

1 and Z c h i n k  you used the term "artifacts," which I 

1 found co be an interesting term, then you talked about 

5 t h e  t-re~-sion yoa reviewed. 

b What's an artifact in that context? 

L*. A We used that phrase to describe 

$5 i inyth ing  that is a byproduct or work product or an 

~ ~ t : p u t  ~f SOITIE: process or some set of activities that 

10 hnve t a k e n  place. So if there's a meeting it might be 

r q r .  meeting notes, minutes; if it is testing, there almost 

I:: always are t e s t  cases that show what were the inputs 

1 4  and were the outputs. Could be screen prints, could 

3 +  bs computer printouts, it could be a variety of 

3.:: different things. But they're some kind of tangible, 

2 6  sonrething besides oral representation that are 

L7 cfucuments, minutes, reports, screen shots, whatever 

ZS the fami is. Artifacts are things that give evidence 

24 nr give credence to the fact that the process worked 

, 9 C1 snd t h a t  you can then inspect to see for evidence of 

31 the very steps in the process. It's a five-step 

2 process, can I see artifacts for all five steps, 

1 3  t t m t  kind oE things. 

;? 4 A (by Mr. Dellatorre) A week from now 

25  sorneone c:ould review the transcrib- of this hearing to 



Exhibit LN-OSS-54 

260 

: him t h i s  hearirhg actually took place, 

;:hd djrs:, w c u i d  be tile exa~nination of an artifact to 

1 :!w$arw~ne who spoke, what they said, how it went. 

.t A (by Fir. Weeks) Actually, it was more 

 fin;: j tas t  a CLEC. There's also a provider of services 

. uecp r ~ o r k s ,  7 '11 uae the phrase, a service bureau on 

'' bqhnli ot multiple CLECs. This company attaches to 

@ Q * . ~ z t  an hehalf of many CLECs and has to go through 

7 the same testtng and acceptance cycle and so on, so it 

i R  W'TS betuaX1y a CLEC and a sewice provider, the type 

B L  J j u a e  Bcscribed. We didn't actually sit there and 

11 wnccb them h i t  t h e  submit key on transactions and 

t . 1  w ~ i ~ c l ;  responses come back in either of those cases. 

1 4  U e  talked to them about what they did, we had them 

15 rsik u s  through the process as they understood it, we 

2 ,  t r i p i f  di tem talk about what their experiences were during 

i?  %ha:, and we had them show us artifacts we could take 

k t !  atway and review. 

:" 
y C Thank you for clarifying that. 

% + You gentlemen will be gone, one hopes, 

: 1  r;:;mr,rrtsw when t h e  -.- 

"t, " *  ., %. h We didn't take that in a bad way. 

2 % (2 - -  when the adequacy study and Qwest's 

2 4  grrercn response to that adequacy study are formally 

2 5  ~,;;~$mrrted i n to  the record, so I would like to take ail 
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; oppt-lrrunity while I have your undivided attention, to 

. ;+sk a Few questions about the adequacy study, not its 

3 content bu t  rather the context. 

4 First of all, for the Commission's 

J rnfaj:ntaclcsn, the adequacy study itself was formally 

i:i produced - -  ptiblished, I guess is the word, April 30, 

7 ::tlU3. Qwc~t's response was made available, published, 

t? P!ay 2.1 of 2 0 0 2 .  So I think it's fair to say that it 

3 was; f a i r l y  late in the process overall the testing 

la> pracsss t lmt  this issue generated enough interest to 

l i  r e s u l t  in Chc written study and then the response. 

1 :! Can you give the Commission some 

1 ' )  undaratanding as to why this arose so late in the 

2 4  prucess. 

15 4 (by Mr. Weeks1 Yes, I can. 

1 6 As I indicated earlier, 

lY obaesva.t ioa 3086 was sort of an omnibus training type 

3 5  of o2,servation. It came after we looked at a large 

It3 r~~xrl~ber of observations and exceptions that had been 

2 d  produced by HP out over a long period of time in the 

21 course of transaction. So we were monitoring all of 

.? ,.! - r h a t .  So it rook a long time to go through all that 

2 3  process for HP out to work through their observations 

2 %  and r h e i x  exceptions, to get those closed and resolired 

2'3 and sa on. 
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7 A G  w e  B ~ Q O ~  back and looked at that 

: ;P~::L~.TC: t*SEat bad Oacn hitilt over a number of months, we 

: :t;:i,-g?r: wvil saa w l ~ a t  potentially mighr be a pattern, 

.'u -iki:,:1; b:sa Lkat it woald appear to be the case that 

" :~;a$ ;.tc~-% rnhlcing errors and that the fix was to go do 

r;-n:ws f , r a ~ . n ~ n g  nf the reps so they would not make those 

' etrgsra uay more. So we asked the question, is there 

ais>;::c$'t.P.iing funtfanlental ly broken about the training 

1 g , ~ ~ i i ~ : ~ ~ ~ f i s  t * h a ~  i s  caucj.ng it not to he effective and 

9 tf'id't what: ua6re seeing in terms of error is a syrr~ptom 

2 :  o inxgor prnblem which is a training problem. 

n s When we went thraugh the due process 

$ 3  wa; Lka?., w h i c h  took some time, Qwest fundamentally 

: 4  ~ a z d  clzry had nlade certain changes, and we went in and 

1 - irsakard ac those changes, and that is documented in the 

I$ d i f f i c u l t  dAspwsition page on 3086, and there was a 

3 7  ciik!cassiun uich the steering committee about this 

; s  knnwe, because a certain member of the steering 

2 eom~!zlt-tee were very  concerned about the whole issue 

23 (2 :  mariual order processing. There was a discussion 

- "  
+ *  bar:xg h e l d ,  as we indicated earlier, about whether 

1' 
h r  nr not cherc should be retesting of - -  transaction 

1; r~cecting in che manual handling area in order to 

2 4  der?:rmine whecher it looked like this retraining had 

I- , ,, ~iaukeb afld that the people were able to operate and as 
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evidence of adherence to this revised training process 

and the retrained individuals. 

As a result of that discussion, 

as w e L I r e  indicated earlier, the steering cornrnittee 

chose not to direct transaction retesting but asked 

t h e  question, in your professional opinion dn you 

believe that there is sufficient performance indicator 

definition out there that if there are ongoing 

past-test kind of problems in manual order processing 

chat we would see that, that we would have dashes and 

gauges where things would get into the red line and we 

as regulators could step in and say I'm concerned 

about this area and follow up on it from a regulatory 

perspective, obviausly leading into the @PAP and 

things like that as well. 

So it really was triggered by a 

request from the steering committee to yo answer 

the question, what is KPMG Consulting's professional 

opinion about the adequacy of performance measures 

over manual order handling? 

Q And then tlie document, of course, 

sets out your professional opir~ion. I believe you 

have, Mr. Weeks, adequately stated the parameters 

within which this document is presented. It's a 

standalone document. It's just a judgment, 
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1 professional opinion - -  I shouldn't say judgment, but 

2 a professional opinion and a judgment document as 

3 opposed to something integrated with the test? 

4 A 1 would further add to that, that 

5 as that document clearly indicates, as you see that 

5 hopefully it will be clear to the reader that we do 

7 believe it is the professional opinion of a single 

8 organization. We also believe that the parties, 

9 regulators, CLECs, Qwest, should sit down and continue 

TO to use the collaborative process that they have and 

11 consider our suggestions and recommendations like they 

12 would cansider any other suggestion or recommendation 

13 from any party, and go through the due process and 

14 decide which of our ideas are good and which are not 

15 good, and how to implement each of the ideas that are 

16 considered to be good, and how much level of detail to 

17 go to, and what disaggregations to report, and all of 

1 8  these things. We didn't want to substitute for due 

19 process. We would have hoped that due process would 

20 have lead to consensus agreement on what good 

11 performance measures for manual ordering handling are. 

22 But we were asked to do this, so we did it. 

2 3 MS. JENNINGS-FADER: With the 

24 Commission's permission, I ' d  like to read che summary 

25 recommendations into the record so that my next 
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1 professional opinion - -  1 shouldn't say judigment, b ~ t  

2 a professional opinion and a judgment document as 

3 opposed to something integrated with the test? 

4 A I would further add to that, that 

5 as that document clearly indicates, as you see that 

6 hopefully it will be clear to the reader that we do 

7 believe it is the professional opinlon of a single 

8 organization. We also believe that the parties, 

9 regulators, C L E C s ,  Qwest, should sit dolm and contime 

10 to use the collaborative process that they have and 

11 consider our suggestions and recommendations like they 

12 would consider any other suggestion or secomn'iendation 

13 from any party, and go through the due process and 

14 decide which of our ideas are good and which arc no i  

15 good, and how to implement each of Che ideao t h a t  are 

16 considered to be good, and how much level of  detail to 

17 go to, and what disaggregations to report, anti all of 

18 these things. We didn't want to substitute fur due 

19 process. We would have hoped that due process would 

20 have lead to consensus agreement on what goad 

21 performance measures for manual ordering handiing are 

2 2  But we were asked to do this, so we did i t .  

2 3 MS. SEIWINGS-FADER: With the 

24 Commission's permission, I'd like to read the sumnary 

25 recommendations into the record so that my next 
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1 questions can be put in some context. Again, this 

2 would be hearing Exhibit 6 which one hopes will be 

3 produced tomorrow for tbe record. 

4 BY MS. JENNINGS-FADER: 

5 Q From page 6 of KPMG's report: 

6 "In summary, KPMG Consulting proposes the foilowing: 

7 Change PIas OP-3, OP-4, and OP-15 to add 

8 disaggregations for manually submitted oruers, 

9 electronically submitted orders that fall out, 

10 and electronic submitted orders that flow through. 

I1 Define new PIDs for functional acknowledgements of 

12 manually submitted orders, accuracy o f  LSR rejection 

13 notices, conformance of FOC due dates with the S T G  and 

14 service order accuracy." 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2 0 

2 i 

2 2 

2 3 

2 4 

2 5 
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1 Q Just for the sake of the record, I w c ~ u l d  

2 note that Qwest's response does address these 

3 recommendations. For purposes of my questia~ning, 1 

4 would like only to discuss the reconmendatian. 

5 Mr. Weeks, with respect to these 

6 recommendations, are these recommendatians or 

7 suggestions based on - -  or do they include P l D s  and 

8 levels of disaggregation with which you are Eamlliar 

9 from other jurisdictions? 

10 A (ByMr.Weeks) Idon'tthinktherc's a 

11 specific - -  there was not a specific attempt, on our 

12 part, to sort of survey all of the ~ther se'ts of tnetztc 

13 definitions that exist in all of the jurisdictions, aGd 

14 sort of get the greatist hits and drop them I n  here.  

1.5 Having said that, I had also thinX klrrlt, 

16 the thinking - -  the people that did the %tiif%'r,i*g t h a t  

17 went into this document are intirriareiy familiar '&31FLt\ 

18 what the perfomance measures are in orher 

19 jurisdictions. Ss, certainiy we wen :  ififl~,tcnc:r-ld ~ t : i  

20 what we thought might be appropriate measures ky what 

21 others who have gone through r i i i ~  r ~ g u i . ~ > t a r ) .  ;7r32+~"-~; 

22 have judged to be appropriate measures. 

2 3 So, there s not a S - ',a-l ",csrrespa;7r+f5~ F'UCC 

24 I would not be able to sit heye and t a _ i ;  ~ Q U  C X ~ ? . ? T ! . ~ ~  

25 which. of these measures have been implcmr:nr?rl k n  tr:ai+h 
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1 of the jurisdictions. But, clearly, i think there was 

2 an attempt to factor those things In. 

3 Q And has the thinking of KPMG gone as far 

4 as the following: Let's assume that these 

5 recommendations are adopted and the procesft results in 

6 the new PIDs and disaggregacions that KPMG suggests. 

7 Has KPMG considered whether or not these changed PfOs 

8 and new PIDs would be appropriate for inclusion in a 

9 Performance Assurance Plan, and, if not, thraCes f i n e .  

10 I am just curious. 

11 A I didn't specifically ask oulrselves that 

12 question, as we went through this. f think- 3 will go 

13 back to nly comments on the collaborarive prracess and 

14 the need for due process to reach conclut;itsn% iikc 

15 that, and we weren't being presumptuous rrl t h e  Gentit? 

16 that we were trying to tell people what ta do. Wa were 

17 really trying to point people to areas where we f e l t  

18 like there should be some helpful d~scussicsrr arid Bcrnc 

19 decisions made, and that would apply to the QPAP aii 

20 well. 

2 1 Q Thank you. In several - .  anr: T; t.i t L; 

22 discussion will deal only with the closed unresaiwr?d, 

23 the exceptions and criteria w h i c h  have not yet bee: 

24 deemed to have passed the test, so, those - -  tfrat 

25 general category. For example, in Exception 3086, ,xnd 



I also. well, 3086 is the besc example, i t h l n k  T'riele 

- - 
1 are dlrrerezces in the - -  

3 CO?CVISSiONER PAGE: E x c e p t ~ o n  or 

4 obser.rat ion? 

5 MS. JENNINGS-FADER: I am sorry. ic-+ 

5 excepiion. 

v COMMISSIONER PAGE: No, you said 

0 exception and I have written i.t down, there's an 

9 observation. 

10 MR. WEEKS: Just for the record, there's 

11 both an 0 and E 3006, just to make it easy to hc 

confused. 

CONMiSS1OP:ER PAGE: O k a y .  Thank yo;:. 

Sor ry .  

BY MS. JENNINGS-FADER: 

Q T h i s  is specifically Exception 3086* 

There are diffzrenccs in the rc?sn l t s ,  a r e  ttherc~ not^, as 

b~tween the e a s t  and central and western rubgion~? 

G. cE;. Mr. Dellatorre) Yes, t h e s e  arc. 

C Car. y o u  explain or help tile ~c'smxinstor: 

unders2and ha.@; 1: I S  t h a r  there would be EP'c ci; f f c r c n 5 z c  

2 2  :n results a s  among - -  between the t h r e e  reqtons7 

2 3 A O u r  - -  one of the original assessments 

2 4  that were conducted, the renronal dl f- Ccrcnces did 

25 indicate that there were ser:ice order prncetsers whxch 
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1 are central to rhe ordering - -  preordezing and orderzag 

2 and provisioning activities. There were three 

3 different service order processers. So, that's 

4 probably at the heart. 

5 A (By Mr. Weeks) E 3086, the title of that 

6 is, Qwest does not install nondispatch ordlezrs for the 

7 P-CLEC within the time period that is at parity w ~ t h  

8 Qwest retail operations as measured in the - -  as 

9 measured in the PID OP-4C. 

10 A (By Mr. Dellatorre) Another possibility, 

11 given that specific PID, are the types of orders that 

12 are being submitted by the particular CLEC3 or the 

13 commercial environment in those regions. Because this 

14 PID, by definition, is measuring the average amount of 

15 time, whether that's three days, five days, s i x  days, 

16 to provision all of the order t ypes ,  regardless a f  what 

17 the mix of orders are. So, if you had one three-day 

18 order, one four-day order and one five-day order, t he  

19 average installation interval would be four days. So, 

20 that mix of products and order rypes could be different 

21 across the regions as well. 

2 2 The clarification that - -  to add 

23 information - -  is that the same cixcurnstance o ~ u l f l  be 

24 true for the retail results in that particular region,  

25 That would - -  folks are odering from Qwest direct . ly;  



Exh~b~t  LN-OSS-53 

27C 

and, therefore, establishing the average Fnstallaticn 

interval for the retail side would be different, sr 

could be different. 

Q Okay. And chen there are m t h e r  anjer:n,rr 

differences as among - -  between regions, based en 

service ordering - -  service order processers; is that 

correct? I mean, there are not only t h e  differences 

that you have discussed with respect to the orders 

themselves, but - -  and the types, and wha,tever,  hi!:: 

also there may be differences with respect ta the bark 

system, if you will, the back office systems, the OSS 

themselves, that could account for some dlifferences? 

A (By Mr. Weeks) Well, 5 would say, theze 

is probably at least 20 sources of variation that I can 

think of. One is those thxec different ctomputrng 

complexec, each of which could be of a different size, 

and each one, at any one instance, cot1113 have a 

di.fferent workload on it. There's also the case t f t p t t ,  

because of the many ordering back-end siygtrtms. W ' R S C ~  

are common to wholesale and ret;a.il, the vcluini- r3.f 

retail orders going through the service crrder prccessar 

assisting systems at the same time the whnlesaie t::hrdet$ 

are going throuyh those service order prucrssevs c su ld  

be widely different as well. 

And then, as Joe has indicated, t3:: TI.? 



Exhibit LN-OSS-54 

271 

1 of retail orders could be different from one region to 

2 another, during a given time period. Pad then the 

3 difference in the mix between the wholesale order types 

4 and the retail order types could be radically 

5 different. 

6 The probien with averages, yau know, the 

7 average of 3 ,  4 and 5 is 4. The average of 3 and 5 is 

R 4 .  And you start doing the math, and you can get great 

9 sources of variation in averages through underlying 

10 fundamental differences in business events, and you 

91 really don't - -  you can't tell, by just looking at the 

12 average itself, what the source of variation i s  that 

13 sits behind the numbers you are cornpar-ing. 

14 Q Okay. Thank you. I would like to 

15 discuss with you, now, Evaluation Criterion 16-3-5, and 

16 which is also related to Exception 3107. 

17 And with respect to the - -  let's see i f  

18 if I get this right - -  the nondesigned edit or modifies 

19 edit transactions. Okay. The standard was 24 seconds; 

20 i s  that correct? 

2 1 A (By Mr. Weeks) Subject to check. 

2 2 A (By Mr. Dellatorre) Yes. I wauld have 

23 to look. It was 24 and the perfomance was 2 7 .  

24 Q When the t esc  results - -  this particular 

25 criterion was not satisfied, and the exception was 
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I. clo~ed unresolved, with performance that Qwest missed, 

2 that is did not meet the 24-second standard for five 

3 out of six categories for nondesign edits; is that 

4 correct? 

5 A (By Mr. Weeks) I am looking through the 

6 report. On the normal day, where there's original test 

7 and retest, I am looking. 

R Q I think it says 29 seconds for nondesign 

9 edits on a normal day, which is a miss. 

10 A Nondesign edit is 29. That would be a 

11 miss. On the normal day, diagnostic test:, Normal Day 

12 1, nondesign edit was 26. Normal Day 2, nondesign edit 

13 was 26. Retest Normal Day 2 was 24. 

13 Q Which would be a meet or satisfactory. 

1 5  A And peak day nondesign was 27. 

'4 6 Q And the stress day, which I understand is 

17 not diagnostic, if 1 am correct, if I recall correctly, 

18 is 27 seconds, which is also, if it had heen part of  

19 the test, would have been a not meet, correcc? 

2 0 A If you held a stress day to the narmat 

11 standard, which I wouldn't have. 

2 2 q Well, good. Because we'll get to chat in 

23 a second. What does this mean? When - -  and I don't 

24 know the stress test thing. But, what do these resuits 

25 - -  what can this tell the commission about this portion 
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of the test? 

k (By Mr. Dellatorre) Well, certainly one 

thing, just based on the information, that typically 

awest  takes approximately 27 or 28 seconds to complete 

a nondesign edit. And if that seems like it's a 

reasonable number to this, the staff and commission 

here, then that's a conclusion that can be drawn. 

CJ Perhaps we should back up. What's a 

nondesign edit? What does that consist of? What were 

the activities which were being assessed? 

A (By Mr. Weeks) This was an evaluatian of 

your ability to go in and change an existing trouble 

report that you had submitted on a nondesign circuit. 

A (By Mr. Dellatorre) Right. 

Q Go ahead. 

A So, that's the business function that was 

being tested. And we were testing their ability on the 

average. 

Q Against? 

k To deliver a response back to us in 21 

seconds or less. And the answer is, they did not do 

that. They missed it by three seconds. And the 

signif~cance of that, I think, is, as 3ae indicated, 

you have to ask the question whether the sLandard being 

24, did they miss? They got a 27. They got a not 
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satisfied but is 27, as an absolute value, still within 

the range of acceptable or not, would be the question 1 

would be asking myself if I were the commission. 

Q Okay. Now, back to the point you made; 

that if the stress day - -  stress test were included, it 

would - -  Qwest wouldn't have met that test, because it 

was 27 seconds instead of 24. You said you wouldn't 

have included that kind of stress test in this kind of 

a particular test. Why is that? 

A 140. M y  comment was that I wouldn't have 

held Qwest to the 24-second standard during a stress 

test. By definition, a stress test is tryins to push a 

system beyond it's normal or even it's reasonable peak 

levels that you expect it to operate at in a normal 

fashion. What you are looking for is how qracefully 

the system performance degrades past a peak. You are 

trying to see if you are near the edge of a cliff, to 

where, as I move from peak to stress, the thing 

degrades klnd of in a nice way or it gets reaily ugly 

real fast. And you do not expect, during a stress 

test, that the system will behave as efficiently and as 

effectively as it does during the normal and peak. 

It's just the design of the test, to pick a point you 

expect to be above the level at which the system should 

be able to operate normally. 
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1 Q Thank you. In the final report - -  I am 

2 sorry. I don't have a page reference - -  but, will you 

3 accept that 1 am reading this correctly, KPMG stares 

4 that, quote, KPMG Consulting concluded that the 

5 difference of three seconds between the benchmark and 

6 Qwest's performance is statistically significant and 

7 constitutes an unsatisfactory result, referring to che 

B same test that we have been talking about - -  evaluation 

9 criterion we've been talking about. Can you explain 

2.0 what "statistically significantq1 means in that context? 

1 3  A Yes. When we do analysis of data, based 

12 upon a sample, we do some statist-ical computations that 

13 let us try to understand whether the result that we saw 

14 could likely have been produced by a system operating 

1.5 at a normal acceptable level. Pnd if that probability 

16 that you would get that big of a difference between 

17 what was acceptable and what you observed, if the 

18 probability that that would have happened in a normal 

15 population 1s small, you wouldn't normally think that 

20 that blg a difference would occur. Then yo0 cari s a y ,  

21 based on the statistical test, that there's a 

22 statistically significant diffexence. Tn other words, 

2 3  the probability that a system 2s operating properly 

24 would produce that big a - -  bad result is very  low; 

25 therefore, the difference is statistica?ly significant. 
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1 0 Wlth respect to criterion - -  Evaluation 

2 Criterion 20.7-1-5, which 1s an unable t:o determine. 

3 knd this was, vProcess includes procedures to ensure 

4 that payments and adjustments are applied. " KPMG noted 

5 that it dld not do any transaction tests to make 

G payments or to generate claims for which adjustments 

7 would have to be generated. 

8 First of all, I guess my first question 

9 is, was that a requirement of the test or is this 

10 something that KPMG did in the implementation of the 

%I master test plan? 

13 A Subject to check, I believe this is one 

13 of those cases where it's not explicitly excluded by 

14  the MTP. Rather, it is similar to discussion we were 

I 5  having earlier about returns on DUF; that the way that 

16 #e made the company aware of billing errors was not by 

17 filing claims, but by writing observations and 

18 exceptions. 

19 Q In the - -  we'll get to the reference 

20 later. With respect to criteria - -  evaluation 

2: criteria - -  excuse me criterion 32-11-4, and 

92  9bseri.ation 3110, KPMG notes that it dld not produce a 

23 comparison report that was - -  and this, at least as I 

24 understand this - -  contemplated in the Master Test 

25 Plan, but rather did another kind of report evaluation, 
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1 which I gather you all thought was sufficiently 

2 similar. And now, that has to do with the KPMG 

3 Consulting produced HP data to Qwest HP data 

4 comparison. 

5 A Could you give us a page reference for 

6 that? 

7 Q No, Ican't. 

8 A Because neither of us are dredging that 

9 uo in our recollection. 

10- Q No, I can't. I am sorry. 

PI MR. CRAIN: It's 596. mavbr. 

MS. JENNIWGS-FADER: I am sorry 

MR. CRAIN: Is it 12-11-4? 

FROM THE AUDIENCE: That's what she s a i d .  -. - . . . - - . - - - - - 

THE WITNESS: (By Mr. Dellatorre) T think 

16 the conclusion that we didn't Droduce the reDort Chat 

& I  was callea ror In m e  mxr, we ula  someenlng else 

1.8 BY MS. JEMJINGS-FADER: 

19 Q Well - -  

2 0 k That 's what throwing us, I think, 

21 Mr. Weeks. 

2 2 Q I may have misread it. But somehow you 

23 produced a report not - -  something similar to but n o t  

24 what was called for in the master plan. If I had 

25 misread that., that takes away m y  question. 
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P. (By Mr. Weeks) Let us read i l - i l - 4  and 

1: 2 see if we can get what you are talking about here 

3 Neither JOE - -  K T .  Dellatorre or 1 can 

4 kind of dredge out of our written comments, on 12-11-4, 

5 what you ' re referencing. 

6 A (By Mr. Dellatorre) In fact, I would be 

7 willing to state the opposite; that we, in fact, did 

8 produce a report that we think is consistc~lt wit!> the 

9 requirements of the MTP. 

10 Q Okay. Anything else? I thought maybe 

11 there was a news update or something. 

12 A (By Mr. Weeks) Zn the interest of  2ull 

13 disclosure, trying to make sure we have all the facts, 

14 MS. JENNINGS -FADER: Let me !lave a 

15 moment. I think I am completed with p y  qu~~stioning. 

16 (Discussion off the record.) 

17 BY MS. JENlJINGS-FADER: 

18 Q Gentlerhen, there ' s one additional 

19 question, and perhaps it might lead to others. But, 

20 with respect to your experience in other jurisdictions, 

21 are you familiar with any other evaiuation or test i f i  

22 which the testing environment, for all purposes, the 

23 standalone-testing-environment-related criterloi~ was 

24 closed not satisfied? 

2 5 A (Ry Mr. Weeks) Yes, in New York, not 
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1 only was it closed not satisfied, ~t was nonexistent at 

the end of the test. And part of what the New York 

3 cornrnlssion extracted from then Verizon, or then 

4 BellAtlantic, was a promise to establish such an 

5 environment, on a going-forward basrs, as sort of a 

condition, if you will, to their approval. And some 

7 kind of, you know, substantial penalty for early 

withdrawal if they didn't get that obligation 

Eulf i,I.led. 

Q Okay. And aside - -  well, let's now talk 

about any jurisdiction in which there was a standalone 

test environment, or an existing test environment. Are 

yr3u familiar with any jurisdictions in which the test 

criterion has been closed not satisfied with respect to 

the test environment? 

A Subject to check, I believe we probably 

would have had that situation in both Pennsylvania and 

Georgia, probably in Massachusetts. But I would have 

to go look that up. Mass was. Okay. 

Q I am sorry. 

A We're talking amongst outselves. i wotiid 

have to go check the facts on that. I know that t h e r e  

were problems with standalone test environment as it 

existed at points in Pennsylvania, and I just don't 

rernernber whether they all got resolved before the final 
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1 lept3r-t v a ~  written or nut. And I know there were 

? r:.:-z.-hlems in Georgia with that same environment. Pnd I 

3 a? 1-easonably certain they didn't all get resolved 

prior to ta the final report, but that is a question, 

An fact:, that would be very easy to establish by going 

i tn the respective public record on that. 

..& A (By Mr. Dellatorre) Just an additional 

9 piece BE information that I just picked up from our 

Q team, There were conditions or there were open issues 

* .I r:J t i a ~ c  had been identified that didn't necessarily result 

1 1  In a not  satisfied as the result. But as you note in 

12 our repor t  here, in the final report, for the ROC 

1.5 $races,  we will cite - -  we will use the following 

1 4  language : KPNG Consulting formally identified problems 

15 :". Y 3 ,  and then that problem may or may not be closed. 

1 aid, in f a c t ,  1: think all but Observation 3110 are in 

1 '7 
; r  the closed resolved category. But Observation 3110, in 

9 8  f a c t ,  is an unresolved observation, which wouldn't 

1% uccessarily lead to a not satisfied as the result being 

:I; drawn.  

3 f. .. ./ So, there were conditions i n  other 

2 :  :?urisa~ctions where the conclusion was satisfied and 

+- ." , :,reL there ware deficiencies, problems, issues 

2;  identified with the testing environment that were 

2 5  articulated in the comment section, if you will. 
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MS. JENNINGS-FADER: I am now beins 

2 raiLed. Excuse me. 

- 
.$ PIS. JENNINGS-FADER: A11 right. I do 

4 k,l-rc one additional question. 

4 W f45 JEIJIITNGS - FADER : 

d Q Let's go hack to my misunderstanding 

'1 about the - -  my statement that it had been KPMG that 

ti said t h a t  perhaps it had not met the report 

9 xcquire~nents for audit. In fact, thanks to my 

10 colleagues, it was an allegation or a statement made by 

13 RThT. And they are - -  it, rather, has made the 

12 obscx~ation to the commission that the test - -  excuse 

13 me - -  that the report that KPMG produced having to do 

1 3  w i t h  the HP data, versus or as compared to the Qwest 

I!$ datfi, was not - -  did not satisfy the master plan 

bB rcqvirements. Weuld you all like to comment on that 

117 particular - -  I understand you haven't read the filing 

18 that AT&T made i~ this jurisdiction. X f  you are 

13 familiar with that allegation, do you have any 

2 0  response? 

2 1 A (By Mr. Dellatorre) Just for context, 

1 3  chat comes from Vendor Technical Confzrence No. 3. 

Q Thank you. 

a (By Mr. Weeks) There was an 

75 underscanding that, at the beginning of the test, that, 



-<....-". -. - -- 

2 8 2  

? t-r-: the perfo~rmance measures and the underlying data, 

2 L h a t  was coliected by the pseudoCLEC, tha.t that data 

3 ini"i:rri:tatiorr results would be compared to the Qwest 

% cclilccted information for the pseudoCLEC measure by 

5 tYit?a-;i)re, data by data. 

t ., And in point of fact, we added, between 

': t h e  draft final and the final report, in Section 5, a 

Z: tsbic that I am trying to find the reference for right 

4 n n w .  f t ' c  on - -  the table actually - -  it's several 

Qf \  k&bl@a that start on page 707 of the report, where, if 

.!I ym!: will go to that, for example, PID GA-1, we have 

1 1  J n d i c a t e d  whether or not we have completed a 

X3 campurstive analysis, Ityes" or ''no. In this case, the 

1.b nrtawer is no. We have used commercial CLEC data and 

15 riot pcrEarrned any analysis on that data, "yes" or "no." 

16 Afrd tha t  that case, it 's no. Or whether we were - -  

7 tbiare W ~ S  RG disaggregation at an individual CLEC 

I$ 1t!*,ftr3; and, therefore, we didn't do any analysis, which 

1"  1 : ;  k c  a :  : SO, if one goes through this set of 

. , . !-,xr,l e r ,  a ?  t : . ~  '!r!-.; end of the report, we describe what 

: ' s,e4 have a n d  k,;:.:el? ' r done . 

& r- -. - And l n  the context of Vendor Technical 

:" :c:cii:farrnce 3 ,  E:TLT was surprised to learn that we 

24 dldr: ' :  do came work that. they believed we would do. 

;i; $,!I:$ we d ~ d  what we felt we were capable of doing and 
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7 + 
, $7: L g  FT7r.? want w u  could and cotll.dni t do we t h l n k  

, *-;i or:~;ribed at the end of Sectlon 5 

= - : - $ 5  33 ' :3~1  cil:; look  at AT&T1 s comments, you 

i ? -:*. a t  riir.r&r t<itb1es a t  the end of Section 5 and 

' i i s i -  I, UL?; dcyi,~rn11fi~t1~1:\ as to whether you believe 

,tr r : . ^ i 3 - ~  v e t  Q I : ~  a b l  igstron or rlat . 

i- (Fty Mr. Dellatorre) Just for a brlef 

J: r .  i : ; r . ~ r r  cb:;. f i l~ each 01; those categories, for the two 

r ,a: -v: c.:' t b x w  ci l tesiprles ,  one being that we used 

;*, .+e~e~t,-;&l CLEIJ d i t ~ ~ .  Well, of course, then, therefore 

C - : ',r: * + S S &  no P-CLEC data for us to compare anything 

. - e ~ n r :  % . : f a  I e ' s u .  *,he scuond case, where there is no 

:i,  ail=^: cg&L~onn a t  t h e  irldividual CLEC level, again, 

i -  : .t;r~e kou4d have been no Owest-produced data specific 

! i  I - .  t f , ~  Z;qCLEC to?: or; to have compared it to. But 

, i .. F ~ ? Y L F :  ; r  1 %  aqgregsted data for the enzire CLEC 

i - r , , ? ,  . ;+r:d t h e n ,  f lnally, the third condition was 

:* + h k ~ i :  i can~gle E ) . Z ~  where. again, we had a dozen orders 

.*- a : in:;$, r3jSi"ldhe d a t a  comparison wouldn't have been 

j \ x r : , : e - ~ ; : a ~ i ; r ~ : ~ ~ . ~ f \ ~ i  

I L So, xn chose cases, where there was 

:. 't;,;C.:-:: tlrl:; a thii:: KPtvlG had captured, P-CLEC data that 

I L  

a .4:w;*v~c; rl,+d c:apt~::ed, we did that comparative analysis. 

* -  l"lS, JENdIl\lGS-P?LDER: Thank you gentlemen. 

. . i r  . !iis;-.,k ycrrr , rarirnu suioners . Nothing further . 
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'I"lik;FXk:i G 1  f FOT.!t): Cornmi s s  ioiiers , any 

: *r r i - r zG be  ' 1 l l e t  jf01.1 head up the road. 

7 %  1 : ' ;  iipprccl ate t h e  opportunity. 

38 *:r i;l_n,* t:;s.: 7;s: rprestloris that you have during 

:!I<; uce4 - - I am not s u r e  what the 

"- r4 *? x7 v -* ,,. r c a:. : :: i:l";rf nrado,  for  t h a t ,  bu t  w e  stand 

y addrtlnnal. questions you might have 

nn this matter. 

F9Fr DEt l l~RTORRE:  We will do ou,r b e s t  t o  

?,dvr rr:i,i. t *ti dt7~hlr ; l~ :r l tB  that YOU a r e  waiting an f rorn u s  

, ' 
% *  " t ' l  ';$$,I F&,31rTft 

C:IZAERM&M GIFFORB:  That would be h e l p f u l .  

I in ~ v ' - v t i :  4 he aisS!:af. Thal'rk you, Mr. Weeks and 

~6 3rrz T:c.i! ,krr;.~~$, fa r  bt2iny here today, and for your help 

i *, - c. ' :; r d 1.1: UCitB?? . 

T t h l n k  we'll conclude for the day. Well 

a L 
h fd g,4+~,e+ b z-~see-  .-r~,$!, b $  t f3 t.?rr t t nlarrling at, 8 :30 wi,th Mr. Dixon. 

" 3 Mi?, DXXON: Fine with me. 

L 1 C'riATRFiWJ GSFFORD: All right. We're 

. . ,.sr.~+:recpar? these proceedings were 

a; t 0 2  p.m. an June 10, 2002.) 
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PO-20 - Manual Service Order Accuracy - 11 Jun 02 Pro~~ssa l  
b-"- ----I---- 

-----" -.---. --.-.-,-- 
: Purpose: 

Evaluates the degree to which Qwest accurately processes CLECs' Local Servic 
; ,-------A which ara electronrcally-submrtted and manilally processed by Qwest, into% 
I Des~r ipBon:  
I Measures the percentage of Qwest service orders that are populated correctly, in specified data frelos. 
: wlth in!orrnalrnn obtained from CLEC LSRs. 

a Includes only service orders created from CLEC LSRs that Qwest receives electronrcaiiji (vta ihfk- 
GUI ar ITVIA-EDI) and manually processes in the creation of service orcfers, regardless of flow 

I through eligibility, subject to exclusions as specified below. 
! 6 Includes only service orders, from the product reporting categories specified beiow, that fequest 
: inward line or feature activity (Change, New, and Transfer order types), are assrgned a due date 

by Qv~est,  and are completed/closed in the reporting period. Change order types 1ncIuded rn thrs ' mrrcasr~rement consist of all C orders with "I" and "T' action-coded lrne lor feature USDGS. 
5 Service orders evaluated in this measuremeni are either (1 j those selected randomly 

manually inspected for accuracy as defined herein, or (2) when Qwest develops rnschantzed ' cspabiliiies for this measurement as specified in the Availability sectior~ below, all service orders i 
1 satisfying the above criteria. 

1 P A service order will be classified as "accurate" and thus counted in the numerator m the! fornul:: 

1 below when evaluation determines that the fields specified in the Service Order F~elds Evaluated 
- section below (per the indicated phases), when populated on the LSR, are all accurate, as 
i 
1 appl~ceble, on the service order. Accuracy is defined as the contents of the specrfied fields. $23 the 
j service orders involved in provisioning the service, matching the information fronr the reiavanl: 
2 fields asrovided in the latest version of associated LSRs. 1 --*---- *--- -- . -------. ""_ &--,- IllIdl ---.,"-I i 

/ Reporting Period: One month 1 Unit of Measure: Percent 

1- ,." *-*- I --- 
j formula: 
i [[Number of accurate service orders) 4 (Number of evaluated servr~e orders G O ~ ~ ( . B ! U - ' ~  I ~ I  liie 
1 reporiing perrod)] x 100 
I 

/Enclusions: 
, Cancelled service orders. 
I a Orders generated from LSRs with non-fatal errors. 

* Orders tinat cannot be matched to a correspond~ng LSR 
L.--*---. -- --" . .- - - 4 

Product Reporting: 1 Standard: 
, a Resale POTS and UNE-P (POTS) ! D~agnrasflc, j;i.~ntit st% mc?:r:l.t PAP 
: 9; Unbundled Loops (Analog and Non-Loaded 2- , ~ ~ ~ l e w f  
i wire) ! 

1 

).n-.-------- 

1 
I----.- .---*- 'Î .I" -" I _ _- &__,  . _ , _ _- ' 

i Availability: t 1 Nates: 
1 Under Development: ; 1 Manually-seiec:ed utdf?rs wrli CUVL;~S! ot Z I ~  
: e Phase 0 - Manual, random sampling approach tanaofil, qii~itfying a-dart, ;:.s,?: :!a7 
i Jun 02 results reported rn the Jul 02 report. I producl reaortrng category sl~!:ctlic:rf 
I P Phase 1 - Mechanized approach, replacing ; above, from thmiigha:; arveJ's I~*F;!A?c i i manual approach: TBD 
L.,-..-- --- lacal service rtigio: 

- - - - - - - - i _ - - -_ - -  --- - - _.in- . - -, - - 



PO-28 - Manual Service Order Accuracy (corntin~~ed) 

kL3 I 1 entry validated from Er?d User Farm 
i I Service Address Number i Order e f l t y ~ U ~ ~ g g ~ ~ ~ ~ n ; & ~ ~ ) ~ ~ _ E ~ ; ~  - a 

3 SASD I Service Address D~rection \ Order entry vaIidaied f y k  E , $ d ~ $ z r ~ $ ~ - ~ -  _ 
~ S A S N  1 Service Address Street / Order entry valldetsd ?ram End User form - 

-A&------ - ..---.--- "-- 

L%wi~a,orber Fieids Evaluated (by Phase of implementation) 
__l_(ll _..____._ __l__l_L1____l . 

Phase O - (0.1 Jun 02 Forward) Random sarnpling approach; blanual comparison of the fit~id+ 
f from the to  the Service Order: -..---- 11111 -+ - +  ---.. . r-- ! F~eid Code / Field Name ' Remarks 

! 1 Name - 1 --- ----L-_III-- ..----- -r i. 4. / LDi / LOC 1 Apartment. Flai~r, etc . farafsr eratry 

f 
I CCNA 1 CLEC ID 

f GLEC DfTsent 1 Date sent to help ID App 
i-- 

I 1 Name / Name of Customer 

I the Bill s c c t i o L  .A--L--&-,...---d.-.Lv; 

Date1 FOC'd Due Date on Order 1 Order entry validated franr LSR F t X  %Brit r 

p--p-*-..---- --. -.' -"- 

Order entry, vai~datet, from LSRXam? ,rn,--rn-_-. 

Order entry vaiidated tram LSR Farm 
.",--.-&--~--~,-~...a-~ .sL - - 

Listed Name i f  na DL form &lth LSR, Oader 

date to the CLEC 
- - - - - - w u -  -.---a ;l--2.-u -. 3 

/=e 1 !(Dates IBD) Fir?t Phase of mechanized me~sursrnenl  -̂ 11*-14"-1..-11--A-.-e,- I-.. - - a -  -- _-. . - ., _ i 

i 
I 

I Phase 0 

Field Code 1 Field Name -----...-."- ---- L--.J .*- ' - -  ? - 3 

Same as 1 Same as Phase 0 
I 
i--"_&- -<I---_C.. _---,. , * - ^ I  _L !. 

Future Phass - TBD in Long Term PID Administration; Additiana! fieitis in~ltldasf in 
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?. BEFORE THE PUBLIC ITTILITIES COMMISSIOPT 

- OF THE STATE OF COLORADO ," 

3 Docket No. 02M-260T 

5 IN THE MATTER OF THE COL0KAI)O PUBLIC UTILITIEIZ 

6 COMMISSION'S RECOMMENDATION TO THE FEDERAL 

7 COMMUKfICATIONS COMMISSION REGARDING QWEST 

8 CORPORkTIONIS PROVISION OF IN-REGION, INTERLXCA 

9 SERVICES IN COLORADO. 

10 

7.1 Pursuant to continuation, the workshop was heard at 

12 9:05 a.m., June 13, 2002, at 1580 Logan Street, 

1 3  Office Level 2, Denver, Colorado, before Chai:man 

14 Raymond Gifford and and Commissioner James Dyer .  

15 APPEARANCES 

16 ( A s  noted in the transcript.) 

1 7  
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1 P R O C E E D I N G S  

2 CHAIRMAN GIFFOPcD: We' 11 c a l l  

3 Docket 02M-260T: Colorado PUC recommendat lt3n tr? t h e  

4 Federal Communications Commission regarding owes: 

5 Corporation's provision of in-region interLiRTA 

6 services in Colorado. 

7 We are here this morning for la 

8 Commissioner Decision Meeting on this recor'd, 

9 We have a number of d i s c r e t ~  i ~ ~ u h 6  t U  

10 take up based on issues relating to the final tCorksh:q? 

11 Change Management data reconciliation public interesr 

12 TRAC A Section 272.  

13 We also have the burden today oF 

14 trying to put piece this all together and d,ecide 

15 what, if any, recommendation we will nnkc ts the  FZC, 

16 and that will involve the entirety o f  L i k t 3 ~  rcenrd .  

17 including all the issues in Docket 1 9 U ,  Diltckct; <% i 4 Y  

I8 and Docket 577T. 

19 We w i l l  probably he herc  far h w h i i -  

2 0  this mornlng and perhaps i n t c .  the af Lerrr~2orl, ;u:,t; 1.:. 

21  everyone is forewaraed. 

2 2 with t h a t ,  j wi:i * . . - - '  <,, k * I  j t PaL+.+ ?. c\ ,A:: : 

23 advisors. 

2 4 MS . QUilSTWiA : Gcisd ic01"Fi L at!. 

25 Cornmissio~lers. 



9 

1 
- ,  F t r s t  of sl:, 3 y~,:j;!-t ; i k e  r r " c r ;  -." 4 

2 with you a llttie b i t  ak.o;ifi l7.7~~. y ~ 3 :  ~ J * ~ ; i ? i i i + ~  s:,zEF 

3 would like to  proceed today and 9%: -JJ:ZZ- ~an,r:r , : ;-en :c 

w i t h  t h a t  procedural  octl;nn 

pie would like s&ar: ~ 2 t f  t;rdzr w 1 7 5  

M r .  Wendling. He address :P*c $&:'st ?=3i-", iz3 Fc: 

t h e  modifications to Erh;b:; 7% 33 rpsai: CV-F 

Commission's BPR d~ern:sG 

< .  
f,f p f t  , i.'cnr: 1 I 5 c ! ? T ~ ~  W---C% , .; 

like for proceed with t?ie pi?",. kc z ; ; r e r k s r  ;kspSr:=; 

this decisiorl meeting. Bz. tatr4:iin:lm x2i-l $1"- i..=* 

background on +,be FCC retj~i ire;;,ehes f ~ ; r  ptzh li i ~ r  tn?.t-x'*sT 

and a market analysks. 

Than w r i :  FrriL%ep-k t$c T-:::? fi.~.,';eVm 

i s sues  that remain wl t r ' i rn  gfihgLi? &c: t:itf TMgl. I l 1 9 ~  2 '7ii; 

decision. 

ryh?:; if-3-aiq 8;: t;? .&;?png ir;: t - - ~ g  

24  w i t h i n  t h a t  



1 Sectlon 272 and a coxple ret-a-,nrfiq :sni,;r.r- :,%a* 2 h . f  

2 parties have pr-,scn",pd far  r t i s s  C~;~-+:-+:;grl.--> 'F 

3 After t h a t ,  f4sa :sec>u;! ~ r ~ ~ c r ~ "  

4 advisory staff s perspezt:~e sr; :t;e V~P;.'L$I -':":".Yh.li 

5 from the ROC OSS test rs,su?ttj. S k e  t.":i; ail23 2: a 

6 brief presentaticn err the dar,z i -~~~i ; . ' -~ ' l ; a t~~t% g?r.>?5ias 

7 and the recommendation an rhnc.  

8 Then fisally, we % ; I ;  WEZ+V 3;;. h 1 a : h  - %  

9 presentation on the drfferc;t_g &~r:u;;ipr; s-;TB:g i , ~ ?  f - t  

10 t h e  Change Management Process. 

11 If .tl;ait ,?leases S,hp ~~cm:$ii-8 hc;$rI. 5 :h+? ' F 

12 our rccommendari~~ or; )I@& ta grascijd ra~riay 

13 i,rr&iJ3JJu2i G ~ @ @ Y z :  L s ~ * r ~  ~ $ 3  \ k a % $ ! d e ~ y : 3  

Z 4 MS. QUS;?CiWk. "si;-P;t? is-a.', 

15 Mr. Wendling? 

16 R R .  WEZh%tIHG: The;fZ;; ~ n z i ,  :ir L ?  

17 please the Confix.sslGn, 1 9  d i:kr ::J % = : & a :  p$r%q?.;- &Sf::- 

18 an easy process taday. ;e!cnoai$ qe;.:.f< ~ficri:5 *-!> :?:t:Fi7c **= 

19 not w. t ' - , b~ ' i t t  d CJrcAE dea: 81" cfIj?it" *h?C 

2 0  focus on nox : s  genc:a'rty f r \ ~ " c ; p ? f ~ ~ l . " n $  i : i  l k * > - , d j i r *  ;. 
21 the SGAT, ~ t & ~ C . i m t l : ' t ~  ~f s*:ftf~~i;:f $*$d>;hT~ll;i'" 'F":"'.!: 4:"'~: 

22  Conditions. 

2 3 Qwcct ha:: ,>:. q~:,r-:!."; : ; r a t ; : r " i  

24 SGAT i n  t h j s  instan: ri::k,e,$*t, :;P.' s*.':', 

25 if yau w i l l ,  ser, of 9'3 - i3Q:" :> Cr?ns :;.:z.*?& 2 %  waf:Y * " T . c  



ExFublr lA:iAaSs- 5f5 

1 Commission1 s procedural csr~%e.= -ZZ%::;~;EJ?; wi:? : !aL+- 

2 filing, thn Com~ss :on  w a s  in - - -  ,is-- Z1F3,ffS.F zf ;is 

3 deliberations ori rhe secend rsur;.S rif rg.x=;1.;a?r. F r i -  

4 rehear ing ,  reargtlment , 3n9 r e c a $ s  iii;~:~", 2~ 

5 var iously  knokm as RRR - 

6 A f t e r :  Q-desrk had f l i e s $  h& ~R_F~F.::-, 

7 revised, the 23; i ;r~;Ss~~: :  5hr"a h:;:r?:-rd & *  B [pTf2;r i - . ~  
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1 the rate groups far pricing, the Exnibit A ~s 1: 

2 substanrial compliance with what the Com~lissiar: La5 

3 ordered. There are some minor, what you would saL:, 

4 textual, if we were in the tariff busineas, lertcr or 

5 reference here and there that might be corrected ir; 

6 the future but there's plenty of time LO do tha: 

7 and there's nothing in Exhibit P. that Waii'td h e  so  

e egregious as to make it unusable or not aLFE;i;:abSe 

9 Ln going forward, there is I n  ckc  

10 577 docket, the underlying adjudicatory price di;c):e:, 

11 a Phase 2 wherein the Commission has indicated char 

12 there will be a scheduling conference soon ta i2entXEy 

13 all rates that continue to be at :sscrtt, rfhat n e x  r a t e s  

14 will require, additional studies and so f u z t h ,  

15 There are rates for cerrairk elements 

16 that the Commission has not yet had a cl'ta~nce :,a r c v i p w  

17 or rule upon in this Exhibit A - -  Xttachnlent A ,  

18 Exhibit A to the SGAT, and they are so not.ed w i t f l i r r  

19 the note column of this, so that will help us ~ d ~ i ? t l f y  

2 0  from Qwest's perspective as well as we alsa k.ci:*+: a 

21 filing in Advice Letter 2916 from AT&T their 

2 2  perspective as to what rates are go133 far*dars 

1'3 My recommends? 1 on coast; 16 tc a ; ; 

24 these rates to operate until we can f i n i s ?  Phase 2 

2 5 So, any questions before I make vy 
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final recommendation on the rates? 

COMMISSIONEZ DYER: NO. 

MR. WENDLING: Taken as a whoie and 

given the status of the docket, staff would recomniend 

that the rates contained in Exhibit A be found 

consistent, that they are consistent with our 

decisions in 577T as to their TELRIC base, their 

TELRIC underpinnings, if you will, and how they came 

about, and that therefore my recommendation today 

really comes out of the 577T dncke:, and I would 

recommend to the Commission that we find these rates 

acceptable for recommendation to the FCC of compliance 

with 271 by Qwest. 

COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORR: T agree with that 

as well. 

MR. WEZTDLING: If it please the 

Cornmission, you notice by the agenda there that my 

name didn't appear again, although I stand ready to 

answer questions. If the Commission doesn't mind 

that, 1'1.1 just be on call. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Feel free to take 

leave, We won't hold it against you. If you probably 

could come back near the end, I would appreciate it. 

MR. WEk,mLING: Thank you. 
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1 MS. QUINTANA: We would like to 

2 proceed with a bit of background on public interest 

3 from Dr. Langland. 

4 DR. LANGLAND: Good morning, 

6 The telecom act of ' 9 6  set forth two 

7 tracks, basically under which an incumnbent BOC could 

0 enter the interLATA markets. The essential notion 

9 there is whether the l~csl exchange markets are 

10 irretrievably only open, that is, that the basic 

I1 theory behind the Act is that if there are no barriers 

X2 to entry then the competitive process or the 

13 possibility of the competitive process will serve the 

14 public interest. This Commission, under the heading 

I5 of public interest, has used a consumer welfare 

16 standa,rd, and as noted in the Hearing Commissioner's 

i7 earlier decisions, that's short hand for a more 

I8 complete welfare standard which is consumer producer 

19 welfare. The standard in which the Commission can 

10 evaluate whether t h e  whether the 271 application by 

21 Qwest is in the public interest is whether or not 

22 theere is a reasonable expectation and competent 

2 5  evidence to demonstrate that consumers and producers 

2 4  will benefit from entry into the local market and into 

25 the interLjiTA markers. 



1 The notion behind ~ h e  puhlic 

2 interest under the FCC's guidelines and the act is 

3 not necessarily that there will be great competition 

3 ox that there will be market share natural situation 

5 or any of the traditional industrial organization or 

6 regulatory analysis. It is built upon essentially the 

7 notion that if there are no barriers to entry then the 

B tnarket will function as if it is competitive in a more 

9 theoretical sense. That's the standard that the FCC 

f O  has adapted, generally speaking, with the 271 

11 applications that it has processed. Over time, the 

12 2 7 2  applications, with the public interest criterion, 

15 have become increasingly refined to the point that in 

16 the FCC's most recent decision, the George a Louisiana 

i\ l" 
13 order, also known as the GA-LA order, the FCC has 

16 articulated a standard that - -  two things, basically. 

17 That if the markets are open, then in fact there is no 

18 need to consider anything further. Moreover, the FCC 

3 has come to rely increasingly on what is known as 

50 performance assurance plans in Colorado's case, the 

21 CPAP. That lf In fact there is slight imperfection is 

1 2  or- sotne level of uncertainty with respect to other 

23 component!; of the 271 application, the FCC takes great 

2 d  comfort that a state Commission has a C - -  PAP in 

2 %  place, and in this case Colorado has an excellent PAP 
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7 in place. And that with respect to the FCC's overall 

2 judgment as to whether a consumer and producer welfare 

3 will he served and that the markets are open and will 

4 remain open on a going-forward basis rtelies 

5 increasingly on the notion of a Performance ASSUranCe 

6 Pian. 

7 So on that basis, Colorado seems to be 

R well positioned to be able to satisfy some of those 

9 criteria at the FCC. 

10 Questions? 

11 COMMISSIONER DYER: Your briefing was 

1,2 excellent. 

13 DR. LANGLAND: Thank you, 

14 Commissionex. 

3.5 MS. QUINTANA: We will now get into 

16 some of the more discrete issues for your decisions, 

17 first within public interest. 

18 Just as a general statement, the staff 

19 will be recommending along the way today that Qnest 

20 make certain changes to its SGAT. As a basis for 

21 these recommendations, I would like Ms. Jennings-Fader 

22 to address briefly the legal support for the 

23 Commission ordering further SGAT changes. 

2 -1 MS. JENNIWGS-FADER: Good morning, 

25 commissioners. Very briefly. 
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1 In the Commission's order which 

2 dlrected pwsst to file its, quote, final, unquote, 

3 Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions, 

4 the same SGAT that Qwest intends to file with the FCC 

5 in support of its application. 

G The Commission reserved the right, 

T appropriately, to direct further changes to SGAT 

E language as that need may develop in subsequen: 

Ld Coml~~ission consideration. Therefore, it's our view 

1 G  that the Commission has expressly reserved and could 

11 now, if it chose to do so, exercise its right to order 

12 further changes to the SGAT beyond the language 

13 contained in the April 29th filing. 

I4 Just a brief background for the 

1 5  Cumn~issioners ' in£ ormation. 

'i G Thank you. 

1 -, 
A 1 MS. QUINTANA: The first issue that 

1% we have placed within the public interest section of 

1 3  this presentation is a letter that was addressed to 

:?J Commissioner Glfford from New Edge Communications 

2 on April 11, 2 3 0 2 .  

1 - 
A .- In this letter, New Edge claimed that 

23 gwest's retail sales group has offered ISDN digitzl 

24 subscriber line, or IDSL, service over lcops with 

,7 L S  - integrated pair gain or integrated digital loop 
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I carrier, IDLC. Previously, New Edge states that Qwest 

2 had advised them that IDSL was not available over 

Z ?oops with I P G  and that those orders could not be 

3 processed. As a result, New Edge has not placed 

5 ardrrs with Qwest. when the raw loop data tool or 

6 eherr preorder loop qualification tool showed IPG 

7 on the lines. New Edge claims this is a clear case 

& o f  di.scsirnination. 

9 Qwest responded to this letter on 

It? May 28th in its own letter to Commissioner Gifford and 

1 2  they  also had responded in their April 26th, 2002, CMP 

52 comments, specifically in the affidavit of Mr. Robert 

." 
~ . i  litrbbard. 

: 4 Mr. Hubbard states in this 

15 a f f i d a v i t  that in March of 2002, Qwest and Covad began 

16 rneatings on the new INA solution which would allow the 

i . 7  provisioning of IDSL service over IPG loops. In March 

18 of 2002, approximately 22 percent of ISDN loops 

39 provisioned for CLECs, about 716 loops in Colorado 

20 were served using the INA solution. If a facility is 

21 served by IDLC, then the INA solution is needed for 

22 the provision of that retail service. All of the 

33 information on the INA solution was presented at the 

2 4  Colorado Workshop No. 5 by Ms. Jean Liston and her 

25 supplemental affidavit, Exhibit 5-Qwest-37 and 



spscf  f j c a l l y  Attachment JML-8. 

Qriest also states they have updated 

che PCAT, which i s  the Web-based documentation that 

CtiECs 1.18e to support their service intzeractions with 

awest, ahd also in their technical publications to 

refiecr more clearly that this type of service is 

a v a i l a b l e ,  A notice was sent out through the Change 

Msnaycment Process when these changes were made. 

I'd lilce to respond to that last 

~ugycstion by Qwest first. 

As you Imow, I have been involved in 

the Change Management Process approximately beginning 

at Apri.1. We did hold a call for the express purpose 

of, discussing this problem in the Change Management 

Larum. On that call, there wer? representatives of 

Ncw Edge, Ms.  Jean Liston was also on that call from 

Qkiest, there were  representatives around the tables 

from various CLECs, including Worldcorn, AT&T, Covad, 

Allegiance and Eschelon, I believe. On that call the 

snformation that was supplied at the Colorado Workshop 

No, 5 was discussed. Ms. Jean Liston stated that the 

CCECs knew at that point in time that Qwest was having 

problems in the provisioning of this type of service 

s u e r  XPG. However, Qwest was working on a fix for 

 hi^ and at no point in time should the CLECs have 
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nat submitted these orders, should not have made 

t h a t  busrness decision because Qwest never made the 

statement that it could not provision the IDSL 

so~-vices over IPG. 

Ms. Jean Liston also did say on that 

call that they were worklng on the changes to the PCAT 

to reflect this service offering and that that 

notification would be going out shortly. 

On April loth, the CMP notification 

did go out. However, it was entitled "Geographic 

Deaveraging for Loop Products," and the only change 

that reflected this IDSL over IDLC service was an 

obscure reference at the bottom of approximately 25 

pages of changes that simply refers the CLECs to a job 

a i d ,  and once you get into that job aid then there is 

a matrix theat is tltled "Pair Gain Devices Compatible 

With Unbundled Local Loop ISDN and xDSL-I." There is 

no  further description, as far as I could tell, either 

the lob ald or In the PCAT. 

I also, in my preparing for this 

recomrnendatlon, went back and reread the transcript 

from Workshop 5 .  It became more and more clear to me 

as I reread that transcript that it was not expressly 

stated one way or the other throughout that discussion 

if Qwcst was referring to just analog loops for this 
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t If;A s~lution or analog and digital or 

b l q i z a l  -specif ic. 

% 
.d What I can tell you is that there were 

a changes to the SGAT that were made as a result of that 

5 9tsc\1ssion and the changes that were made were for 

& Sact~on 9.2.2.2.1, That section is simply for the 

analog unbundled loops. There was no chanqe as a 

3 ressl!.. of that workshop made to the digital loop 

sactiun of the SGAT, which is Section 9 . 2 . 2 . 3 .  

I guess now I would like to open it up 

Bar questions and then I do have a recommendation on 

t h i s  issue. 

GEAIRMAN GIFFORD: Questions? 

COMMISSIONER DYER: NO. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: It seems like 

something that popped up late and a misunderstanding, 

sa I don't feel particularly uncomfortable shoe- 

f ra rn lng  it into the public interest section. It 

cbviausl:~ should be done in Workshop 5, but I think 

we can make this change or order this change or 

recommend it be a really good idea this change happen 

.8i -, ? So please make yaur recommendation, 

* .. 
1-1 MS. QUINTANA: My recommendation comes 

?i I n  three separate parts. First of all, as I stated, 

25 1 cculd not find any further reference in the PCAT to 
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the JtJA zol.ution which is basically an 11-step process 

t h a r  Qwest has stated in its response it uses for both 

anslag unbundled loop provisioning as well as digital 

loop provisioning. I could not find a reference in 

Ehc PCAT, and, as I already stated, it is definitely 

not in the SGAT section 9 . 2 . 2 . 3  for digital loops. 

What I would recommend is that the 

ianguage that is contained in 9.2.2.1.2, which is the 

analog unbundled loop section which reads follows: 

" I f  Qwest uses integrated digital loop carrier ( I D L C )  

systems to provide the local loop, Qwest will first 

armtempt, to the extent possible, to make alternate 

arrangements such as line and station transfers (LST) 

20 permit Qwest to obtain a continuous copper 

unbundled loop. If an LST is not available, Qwest 

may also seek alternatives such as integrated network 

access, IMA, pair pinning, or placement of a central- 

o f f i c e  terminal to permit CLECs to obtain an unbundled 

laop. I f  no such facilities are available, Qwest will 

make e-.:rr), feasible effort to unbundle the IDLC in 

u r d e r  to provide the unbundled loop for CLEC." 

I would recommend that that language 

aLso be placed within Secticn 9 . 2 . 2 . 3 . 2  which falls 

under the digital capability loop section. As well, 

1 would recornmend that the flow chart that is JML-8, 



3 which explains Qwest's decision process in 

2 provisioning these unbundled looped, be placed into 

3 the PCAT. When that is done, I would recommend that 

4 QwCst send aut a notification through the Change 

5 Management Prwcess. 

6 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: One other question. 

7 I'm agreeing with you and think we should do that. 

0 One question that may be more properly directed 

9 tc Ms. Jennings-Fader, which is, in light of the D.C. 

10 circuit's apparent vacation of the line sharing order, 

11 1 know we've proceeded in the pricing and I would 

X2 assurne that Qwest is proceeding in its application 

13 as if the line sharing obligations are still in effect 

25 and this is kind of part and parcel of that. 

If; It would still be your recommendation 

1 6  to go ahead and request this change be made, I assume, 

27 and if we're going to have a fight over line sharing, 

It?, first of all, it won't happen here, it will happen at 

39 the FCC, and my guess is, it's a much larger fight 

2 0  than this little detail of when and how line sharing 

2 ? happens. 

7 1 
A. ... MS. JENNINGS-F l iDER:  Essentially, yes. 

1 3  J believe that the Commission should proceed as if the 

2 4  FCC's requirements continue in effect. If it should 

25 subsequently develop that they are found not to be 
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in effect by a higher court than the District of 

Columbla Circuit, and I assume that issue will he 

going to a higher court, then appropriare steps can be 

taken to amend the SGAT or the FCC can take that I n t o  

consicieration. 

CkLkLRIvUW GIFFORD: I just wanted ehaz 

background to be fleshed out because we are worl.;lng Ln 

this area in particular and an area of what is now 

some uncertainty. 

COMMISSIONER DYER: I would agree with 

your three recommendations. 

CKRIRMAZ-5 GIFFORD: I would agree that 

should be added. 

MS. QUINTlriNA: Next issue under public 

interest is one that Mile High Telecommu~nicatians - -  

I'm sorry, Mile High Telecorn filed comments on 

May 16th in this docket. They currently do have a 

complaint pending before an Administratiire Law Judge 

in Docket No. OZF-275T. 

They claim that Qwest is violating 

both its tariff and FCC regulations for billing 

problems, confidentiality rules in its win-back 

problem, and unreasonable deposit requirements. 

Mile High Telecom requests that the Commission 

withhold deciding whether to grant Qwest's appl~catran 
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for 271 approval and conduct a further inquiry on 

Mile High's issues. I did not see that Qwest filed a 

response in this docket. I'm assuming that they are 

filing their responses within the complaint docket 

rather than pursuing it in Docket 260T. 

My recommeridation would be along those 

lines as well. I think that because Mile High Telecom 

has a complaint pending before the Commission, that 

you should not rule on the merits of their complaint 

in this docket. I believe that these issues will he 

ruled on by an Administrative Law Judge and possibly 

then on exception come before you-all as the full 

Commission. 

So I would basically recommend that 

you do nothing with this complaint at this time in 

this docket and that it also should not hold up a 

final recommendation on public interest. 

COMMISSIONER DYER: I would agree with 

that. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: This is going to 

be a recurring issue going forward in future decision 

poA.nts. 

We have had this phenomena arise 

in the last month of participants interposing late 

abjections for the purpose of delay and trying to 
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i psrt~ally litigate a larger issue in this docket 

; on an incomplete record, and that has no particular 

5 eonncctiou to the 271 criteria and certainly no 

? particiilar connection to consumer producer welfare 

'tr that wotkld, as we said in the public interest orders, 

d tip t h e  balance to us having tc forestall proceeding 

"' fasward on an application. This is the first instance 

8 af thatand I would certainly deny Mile High's 

9 request:. 

2 0 COMMISSIONER DYER: I would agree with 

1 the Chairman. 

12 MS. QUINTANA: Thank you. 

13 As the Chairman pointed out and as 

24 Me, Jennings-Fader reminded me, Mile High Telecom did 

IS not actively participate in the 198 docket or the 

i G  26DT, so this was a very late comment filed. 

13 The next issues are the so-called 

18 nr~filed or secret agreements. The way that 

13 Ms. Allstot and I are going to proceed with this issue 

20 is, I am going to address it from a public interest 

23 standpoint and later in her presentation on the ROC 

22 QSS test issues, she will present it from a data 

23 integrity standpoint. So we're parsing the issue in 

2.; that way. 

- .  
2 t, AT&T originally championed this issues 
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3 before the Commission, and it was largely based on 

2 a case that they had before the Minnesota Commission. 

3 AT&T presents here and in the Minnesota proceeding 

4 facuses on the secret agreements that Qwest made 

5 with CIECs, specifically Eschelon, Covad, and McLeod, 

C chat according to ATCT involved interconnection 

7 arrangements on service quality considerations, and 

B  hat because they were not filed with the state 

9 commissions they were not of - -  these terms and 

20 conditions were not available to other CLECs. 

9 1. ATCT put five of these agreements into 

12 the Colorado record and held extensive oral argument 

13 during the Commissionts public interest workshop. 

1 4  As you recall, AThT did file a 

55 motion to reopen proceedings to allow the Commission 

16 to investigate this instance further within che 271 

17 proceeding. The Commission denied that motion, 

18 basically stating that this information is already 

19 in the record and you saw no reason to hold a further 

2 0  investigation within the 271 docket. 

2 1 AT&T narrows the focus to three 

22 issues within these agreements. The first one is 

23 Qwest's inability and lack of w!.llingness to provide 

? 'i - interconnection on a nondiscriminatory basis, the 

25 second is the violation of federal law by Qwest which 
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I carries public interest implication affecting Qwest's 

2 application for 272 approval, and the third is the 

3 licensing of Qwest's opponents in these and other 

4 Section 271 proceedings which Qwest specifically 

5 bargained for and sought and which now impugns the 

6 completeness and the integrity of the record in this 

7 case. 

t3 Qwest in its response claims it has 

9 filed all agreements a fail under the requirements 

10 of Section 252(a) for the 90-day approval process. 

11 There's a lack of clarity with this standard, 

12 according to Qwest, and it is seeking clari-fication on 

13 this from the FCC through a petition for declaratory 

14 ruling. 

15 Qwest also states that it has made a 

16 voluntary corr~mitment to provide copies of all of the 

17 contracts, agreements, and letters of understanding 

28 with CLECs that create forward-looking oblj.gations 

19 to meet the requ~rernen ts  of Section 251(b) or (c) + 

2 0  Qwest also states that it will work with state 

2 3  commissions and thelr staffs and solicit guidance on 

2 2  the treatment of these agreements that may be close 

23 to this standard. 

2 4 As I stated, I recently denied AT&T1s 

25 request to reopen the 19BT proceeding. I would also 
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relcllnd you that staff is conducting an informal audit 

, q t  t h l s  tlme of Colorado agreements and is currently 

ccsi~sulting with the Conrr~ission attorneys on the 

<*ontract language that are contained in the documents 

t-liar they d i d  get back as part of their informal 

audi t ; .  

I would like to address each of AT&T1s 

t h rcc  points in turn, if I may. 

The first - -  I would just make the 

f i tatcment are that until we get clarity on the FCC on 

the pe~ition before it and also the results of the 

staff investigation, 6 don't think we can draw this 

csnclusion on AT&T1s claims, that being Qwest's 

i r i a b i l i t y  and lack of willingness to provide these 

re~presents  discrimination. 

Their second point, I would just state 

thac r A e  federal law should be more clear on when the 

FCC rules - -  should be more clear when the FCC rules 

on this pendlng petltlon. Until that time, the CLECs 

and Owest have a different understanding of a part of 

r h e  kct that on lts surface seems cut and dry but 

nbvlously can bc interpreted differefit ways. 

To their third point, this being the 

aiIencj ,ny of Qwest's opponents in the 271 proceedings, 

I  dun'^ really see how this argument works. I believe 
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1 t t v a t  the oilly agreement that 1 have seen in the record 

2 that contalns this agreement is the one made between 

1 Qwesc and Eschelon. Eschelon has not participated 

4 in the 271 proceedings in Colorado, that is true. 

5 Ifowever, Eschelon has participated to a great extent 

ii ixl the Change Management Process and in the redesign 

7 e f f o r t  of the Change Management Process. They have 

9 b@r_:t very vocal in that forum on their prol-lems that 

they have had with Qwest and their wanting to make 

35 changes to correct those problems that they've had 

Z I  uarith @west's OSS and also on their methods and 

la? A pracedures. 

2 3 I must say that Eschelon entered into 

14 t h i s  arrangement with Qwest on its own free will. 

9 5  1 don't believe that the 271 proceedings have any 

16 t y p e  of a gap for Eschelon not to participate in the 

1 7  271 workshops themselves. I think it was a business 

18 decision on their end and they thought that it was 

18 besc for the company at that point in time. 

2 0 There are many CLECs that have chosen 

2 1  n u t  to participate in the 271 process for whatever 

17 ,, reason, and it seems to me Eschelon had as good of 

ZS a reason as anyone. 

2 4 I agree with the Iowa Utilities Board 

2% decisiorl when they stated an incu~lbent LEC will be 



Exhibit LN-OSS-56 

2 7 

~ ~ ~ h z i  !Fare t ~ e n i t a n t  to make concessions in subsequent 

negetfwr;,xwt.ls when it k ~ ~ o w s  that such concessions would 

be aveilablc to all of the competing carriers with 

wk~rh it; prcvious1.y had agreements. There s not much 

wc c j ~ i  do about t h e  pick-and-choose provision now, but 

I make that statement. 

Ale there any questions on this part 

is! t h c  diacussi.on? 

COMMLSSIONER DYER:  No questions. 

CHAIRMAN G I F F O R D :  No questions. 

MS. QUINTANA: Bottom line, my 

sac9nlmendation is, while these agreements are an 

t n r e ~ ~ e s t i n y  discussion and staff does have an ongoing 

~nveeeigofion into these, I don't think that AT&T has 

shown chat  they  have reached the weight of finding 

t h a t  Owest has nut met t h e  public interest criteria 

i3ccaunr. of  this. This staff investigation will 

~ > G O C C U ~ ,  and if major issues are found fxom that 

p r s c e ~ d i n g ,  t h e y  can be handled in a separate docket. 

COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree with that. 

CI-ZELIRMAN GIFF 'ORD:  I agree as w e l l .  

I r h l n k  you provided a very good summary, 

Ms. O$l i , n t sna .  

There are really two probl-ems 

n o t i o n a l l y  with treating this  upp posed unfiled 
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3 agreement problem in the 271 docket. 

2 First, there was no attempt 

3 whatsoever to tie the fact of it, to the extent it's 

4 an established fact, of unfiled agreements to the 

5 consumer welfare standard. There's no clear 271 

6 remedy if in fact it did happen. I discuss this 

7 and other issues that were brought up in the public 

$3 interest order, but the only remedy we had offered 

4 to us for these unfiled agreements was some sort of 

10 investigate more or put Qwest in the penalty box for a 

11 while. Wow long, it's unclear. But given the nature 

12 af the 271 process, there is no remedy out of 2 7 1  that 

13 would solve this problem. 

J 4 The second problem which was also 

15 manifested throughout the public interest record is 

I6 this half-baked record that you end up getting on 

X7 these issues whsre you don't really have an adequate 

XB and fully litigated record such that you can 

19  meaningfully make decisions. Rather, you ask to draw 

20  very large inferences from a smattering of the record. 

2 1 Again, the staff here is looking into 

22 this issue. It could potentially be a serious issue 

23 and we don't discount it, but no one ever made the 

2 4  connection to 271 and how it fit in and what you 

25 would do even if it did fit in t.o satisfy us that it 
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reproscn to  a cause for delay, and in fact the only 

rr?:nedy that was ever proposed was delay, nothing more. 

3 Sn 1 agree with your recommendation. 

4 MS. QUINTANA: The next issue came 

5 as a result of some comments that were filed by the 

*> C1f:Eice of Consumer Counsel in the public interest 

en banc workshop on May 3rd. 

8 In these comments the OCC states that 

5 the CPAP provisions are rigorous in a11 aspects except 

98 k"ar the unanhiguous ability of the Commission to make 

-7 7 
A L  changes to the plan. The OCC is concerned that the 

12 CPAP should have granted the Commission broad 

1.3 authority to make changes regardless of Qwest's 

1 4  acquiescence. 

2 \; Qwest did not specifically respond to 

16 this within this docket. However, as w e  all know, 

X 1 there was extensive back-and-forth dialogue and 

18 comments and compromises and many, many hours of 

13 drscuvsions within the CPAP docket, 041T. 

2 0 As a result of that, I am extremely 

21  reluctant to recommend any changes of this nature to 

L 2  t h e  CPAP at this point in time. I think that after 

2 3 a l l  of these meetings and the Commission's final 

26  decision on the CPAF, we arrived at what I think 1 s  

25 a pretty good compromise around the chanqeabiljty of 
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1 the CPAP. The Commission accepted Professor bleiser's 

2 recommendation for the off-the-table review process, 

3 the 10 percent financial collar, and the right for 

4 judicial review should Qwest disagree with ar~ythiny 

5 the Commission might order. I don't know if we will, 

ti or won't have problems with this in the future, but at 

7 this point in time, without that looking glass, that I 

0 think this is the best we can do and there should not 

5 be changes made. 

10 COMMISSIONER DYER: I would agree. 

I 3  CHA.IFWAN GIFFORD: I think you put 

12 it well, Ms. Quintana. I have no small amount of 

23  sympathy for the OCC1s view, but there is ncl way we're 

14 going back there. It was a hard battle to hammer that 

15 out and I think we got something that everyone could 

16 live with. 

17 MS. QUINTANA: The next issue was 

18 also in the OCC's public interest comments filed on 

1 9  May 3rd. This is one that deals with residential 

2 0  competition. 

2 '1 In ~ t s  comments the OCC stateci that 

22 the extent of competition in Colorado's local marker 

-I i s  . should be relevant to the public interest analysis. 
2 4  The CLEC's share of the local residential and small 

2 5  business markets is only 5.4 percent, according to the 
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FCC's Jtlne 30, 2001, competition report. Although 

Congress declined to include a market share test for 

Section 271 approval, the actual extent of competition 

should be relevant in this public interest analysis. 

Mr. Dave Teitzel's presentation on 

behalf of Qwest on May 7th at the Commission en hanc 

workshop, he addressed this competition question. 

In his exhibit, which was hearing Exhibit 1 to that 

en hanc workshop, Qwest claims that as of February 

of 2002 CLECs have approximately 157,960 resold 

and facilities-based residential lines in Colorado. 

This accounts for 8 percent of all residential lines. 

In addition, Qwest provided the Commission with entry 

strategies of various CLECs who are entering the locat 

market, including MCI/WorldCom, AT&T, Eschel on, and 

McLeod . 

I think that this boils down to more 

of a TRAC A issue than a public interest issue, which 

we will address in a little bit. 

As the OCC pointed out, Che FCC has 

stated that there is not a requirement for a market 

share analysis of any kind. We have seen the FCC 

grant applications for 271 approval by 90Cs that have 

had very little CLEC competition in the residential 

or even the business market. In fact, in the aell 



Exhibit LN-OSS-56 

1 Atlantic New York order, the FCC stated, "Ploreover, 

2 pursuant to Section 271 (c) (2) (b) , the Act provides 

3 for long-distance entry even where there is no 

J: facilities-based competition satisfying Section 

5 271 (c) (1) (a) . This underscores Congress's desire ta 

6 condition approval solely on whether the applicant: has 

7 opened the door for local entry through full checklist 

8 compliance, not on whether competing LECs a c t u a l l y  

9 take advantage of the opportunity to enter the 

10 market." 

11 In the recent Georgia/Couisiana 

12 order, the FCC stated, "We disagree with those other 

13 commenters that assert that under our public interest 

14 standard we must consider the level of competitive 

15 LEC market share, the weakening econonly, or the 

16 financing difficulties of competitive LECs. We have 

17 consistently declined to use factors beyond the 

18 control of the BOC, such as the weak economy or aver 

19 investment and poor business planning, by competitive 

20 LECs to deny an appl.ication." 

2 1 The bottom l:i.nc recommendation an this 

22 is that there's not a whole lot to be done for this 

23 Commission. The FCC has made it clear that they're 

24 only concerned with the opening of the marker and 

25 not the actual amount of penetration by its CLECs. 
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Hopefully if we have gotten the prices right, the 

CPAP right, et cetera, we will see more residential 

cornpeeition in the near future. 

COhlMISSIONER DYER: I agree. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I think yau put 

it well, Els. Quintana, that the FCC has expressly 

disclaimed any sort of market share analysis. X noted 

in the GA-LA order that they didn't: mention I -e ta i l  

rate regulation being a barrier to entry, lsut maybe 

we can deal with that later. 

As Dr. Langland and I spoke just 

before coming out here, it's my view that the '96 Act 

approaches things along the contestablliry srandard? 

and contestability theory for marker entry, something 

pioneered, ironically enough, by R;if&T in t k t e r  1980s. 

I certainly think that trhe FCC's market share analysis 

or disclaiming market share analysis is part ana 

parcel of looking at whether BOC entry is warrartted 

through the prism of some sort of contestability 

standard. 

MS. QUINTANA: That's a very rjood 

lead-in to our next topic, which is the price squeeze 

and caps on retail prices discussion that was brought 

up originally by AT&T in its public Anteres t  brief 

filed August 22, 2001. 



1 In this original public interest 

2 brief, AT&T argued that a relevant part of  the 

3 public interest standard is whether under UNE rates 

4 a competitive entry is viable. The fact that Local 

5 entry is unprofitable at the prevailing UME rates is, 

6 on its face, precisely the sort of relevant factor 

7 that would frustrate the Congressional intent that 

8 markets be open before interLATA entry is approved-- 

9 this was from the Bell Atlantic New York order at 

10 paragraph 423--particularly because it is obvious that 

11 local entry is vitally dependent upon appropriate 

12 pricing. 

13 Put simply, "Regardless of a BOC'G 

14 checklist compliance which had not even been remarefy 

15 demonstrated here by Qwest," this was back to AT&Tts 

16 comments, ''CLECs cannot profitably enter loicr~1, 

17 markets, then those markets, as a practical matter, 

1.8 are not Gpen to competition." 

19 Qwest responded in its supplemental 

2 0  comments on public interest filed on Iipril 26th, 2002, 

21 to this price squeeze issue. In this respo~nse, Qwer;t 

22 attached the FCC Verizon Vermont decision which 

23 contains a discussion and a decision by the FCC 

24 on the price squeeze issue. The FCC aEfirmed that a 

25 reasonable UNE price squeeze argument must account far 
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a number of factors ignored by BTGT, including t h e  

existence of other methods of market entry and the 

possibility tha t  stat l -s  themselves might have 

contributed to an alleged price squeeze by capplnn 

retail ra tes  at an extremely low level .  

Qwest stares t h a t ,  "The Cornlnissior, 

should affirm the Hearing Commissionexts decision t h a t  

Qwest should not be held accountable, nor should its 

application to the FCC be held up for the Inv retail 

price cap in C~lorado.~ 

As an advlsory staff statemlent, 1 

would just note that the Hearing Comnlssioner did 

already reject AT&?"s position on The price squeeze 

in the decision on Volume 7 in w h i c h  he s ta ted,  

"I reiterate that Qwest s h o u l d  nor be l ialb. te  fur 

the errors, distortions, and imbalances sf thc rate 

structure approved by the regulatnr~ or i,n this =a$$ 

the legislature. To hoid up a Section 271 appravsl 

because of a distorred retail rate srrructtire w~ulEf bc 

inequitable to Qwest and delay coniperirionrs bcncfics 

to Colorado consumers." 

In the SBC Kansas/Oklahama oxdcr, 

the FCC s t a t e d  t h a t ,  "Incumbent t 2 C n  are  nor requzrcd 

pursuant to the requirements of Section 271 Lo 

guarantee com,petitors a certain profit margin," 
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1 Further, in the Verizon Ver.erjont srder 

2 that was attached t o  Qwest ' s  cu:r;n;anCs, it states, 

3 "We conclude t h a t  AT&T and WorldCom have not 

4 established the existence of a price S ~ U ~ C L ~ S  D e r e i i k s e  

they have not shown that WE pricing at xssuc d w n s  

competitors to failure. We do not be l i eve  that L C  

would be in the public interest t 3  deny a G e C X o n  2 - I  

application simply because che  1oca.l telephone r a t e s  

are low. 

I would recommend that t h e  :+J.Z? 

Commission affirm the ~ e a r i n g  ComnissiancrLs d ~ ~ i e l t l : i .  

I think that the FCC has been very clear- nn tk t r s .  

As of recently an t h e  price Qqueazc 

argument, I think t h a t  the rare% r h a t  havn. n b W  S a r : ~  

set in the 577T docket d i d  take ::jta ilt<;"~:~urit the 

residential rate cap that is part. of thc B&;r::iit.%@ h @ : ~  

in Colorado and that nothing ftrz'ther f~cttdx kr? kt: d31;:a 

on third. 

COMMISSIONEI? DYER ; 1 ' i t & f  f ; ra k?:" 

Hearing Commissioner's dec~rzsn. 

C-KAIRHM$ GS FFF3RI) : 1I13t  Su rp r  I s I u't t ;- . 

so would I. 

We 've dealt N: t ? ~  t h ~  pt-xec w;~,IF.P::c 

issue both in Volume 7 and l r r  57:'"F nad i t r : ; nF  &,.I 

found, first of all, "Lac r ;hc p x * ~ z c  ~c;h;ccz~.t! vti; 5 - 5 :  
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1 proven in fact. Second of all, we dealt w i c k  : t  s n  

2 a more theoretical side in Volume 7, anii .: rhi;~:: tkat 

3 we pretty much did get it right. The Fi r s :  Z i r c u i t  

4 decision in Town of Concord, I think, al,sci makes eltzar 

5 that there would be no consumer harm. 

6 In any event, above and beyand 'chat 

7 the other analysis that wz see in the FC'C Vcr-s~ont 

8 order, really we foresaw that in oux Volume 7 arcier 

9 and therefore I don't think that the price Sydeezr 

10 issue, which we have a pretty thorough discussion of 

11 in two places, is a public interest husdZe here .  

12 MS. QUINTANA: The nest issite 

13 was brought up by AT&T in its affer of supplemcnrct? 

14 authorized filed March 6, 2002. 

15 In this offer, ATGT elaims t ha t  ~n 

16 this filing that Q\?eSt violated its intarconhcct:ah 

17 agreement by failing to provide adequate systems 

18 testing. AT&T filed a complaint in Minne:aota 

19 regarding this testing and the Adrnin3sr,rat~ve Law 

20 Judge there found for AT&T on February 22nd ,  3 0 0 2 ,  

21. stating that Qwest committed a knowlng, Jntentronal, 

22 and material violation of its ob l iga r io :~  t6 sn;;l;lge 

23 in cooperative testing. "AT&T rcqupsts tha: t h i s  

24 Commission enter a finding that a grartr: cf Qwesz'h 2.71 

25 obligation is not in t h e  public interest an& a l s o  



1 require additional and appropriate safeguards :o 

2 prevent this anti-competitive behavior from happening 

3 in the future." 

4 Qwest responded on April 3 ,  2 C O Z .  

5 In its response, Qwest indicates Lhar t h e  s c a f f  of the 

6 Minnesota Commission asked the Comrnissiar~ to rejcc: 

7 the A.L.J:s findings. The mulzi-starc Eacj:x;a;a;*z: 

8 review of ATLT's complainr found che tcrlting rEcjuesteci 

9 was unnecessary and refused to require CFdest c o  

10 include it in its SGAT. 

11 The Hearing Cnmmi ssioner specif i c a  i b. 

12 cited AT&T Minnesota's A.L.J. interim order m d  

13 declared that it as well as the broader Hinneeota 

14 systems testing dispnte that AThT r a i s e s  f a l l &  Ca 

15 demonstrate any pattern of anti-behaviar in C ~ i o r s d ~  

16 and that is foreseeable to take place i o  t h e  f u r o r e  a: 

17 implicate welfare enhancement. 

18 This was in the VoZume 7 datctsian, 

19 again. 

2 0 
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1 MS. QUINTANA: I agree with the hearing 

2 commissioner decision that this workshop is 

3 insufficient to demonstrate a pattern of past abuse 

4 that is either insufficient or mitigated by the 

5 resolutions of disputed issues in the ch,ecklist 

6 workshops, or so severe as to give reasom to doubt t h e  

7 ability of the CPAP to curtail this issue, or otherw~se 

8 to, so significantly, to call in the questior, oE puSLlm 

9 interest. In addition, the issue of adequate testing 

10 will be addressed as part of the SATE anid intemp CHP 

11 discussion. 

12 COMMISSIONER DYER: I wouf,d agree w i t h  

13 the hearing commissioner on this as weli. 

14 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: 1 think your 

15 discussion was thorough, Ms. Quintana. 1 agree* 9hc 

16 other issue was, again, what's the 271 remedy' ProSlcm 

17 arises again. It's never offered as anything but a 

18 road block. 

19 MS. QUINT?SA: The next issue i s  a 

20 petition t.o intervene an& motion to reopen issues Eitad 

21 by TouchAmerlca on June 4th, 2002. In this pctitron, 

22 TouchAmerica requests that this commission reopen rtle 

23 271 proceedings and stay any decisien to the FCC! a t  

2 4  this time. TouchAmerica currently has a complaint 

25 pending before the FCC regarding Qwest's seliing of l i t  
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1 fiber IRUs to Qwest, the BOC. That is QweiSt, t he  

2 affiliate, selling to Qwest, the ROC. Tauc'aP..nexica 

3 does not want to litigate these issues here, b ~ r ,  

4 rather, is introducing important factual informatlan 

5 that should be considered w i t h  the compettitivc 

6 checklist and public interest. 

7 The question goes directly es f u z d ~ c  

B compliance with Section 271 and 272 rules. 

9 TouchAmerica claims that this is the E o u r t h  i n  a s c 2 i h ~  

10 of 271/272 violations for Qwest. And this one 1 s  s Z J ~ P  

11 ongoing. QCC offers the lit fiber l R V s  t 6  pweat,  t h e  

12 BOC, but other carriers are unable to obta in  rhc same 

13 services at the same rates, t ~ m s  and cariditiairs. If 

14 the IRUs are found to be WEe by t he  FCC, as  fii*@St 

15 claims, then this commission should cik?-ternin6 tzh&S-, i';, 

16 has a duty under 271(c) ( 2 )  (b1 ( 2 )  to * ~ B # Z &  

17 nondiscriminatorjr access and pricing. 

18 Qwest d id  file a response earky t % ~ ~ s  ucck 

19 to this petition to intervene and m a t i o n  to reopen 

2 0  issues by TouchAmerica. As t h e  E i r n t  rcsp@nsa, Qda@E 

21 states that the petition to intersene sk~auld b~ dchied 

22 as late-filed and not  dernonsrra:lnrj good daaiar fat- t i t?z 

2 3  late in~ervention. M d  t h e r ~ ,  west ~ O ~ P ; G  ~ E S C J  t e ~ p ~ f t : t  

24 to some of the merits a f  TourfrXzericats camp;;~:nL ,bur 

25 basically, s t a t e s  tbat this i ssue  ns befcrc the FCC an'; 
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1 should be handled in that forum, and instead of t3is 

2 commission taking up the merits. 

3 I believe that this is one o f  rhese cases 

4 that Chairman Gifford mentioned earlier nf  ta3 lz:~.:e 

5 too late. TouchAmerica has known about Chis FEG 

6 situation for at least a year now, if not longer. A F . ~  

7 ehey state in their complaint that they did not  f;Le d a  

8 this proceeding before now because it diid Eat *ant tc;. 

9 be premature in interjecting these points in Ehe 2?1 

10 proceedings. The FCC will be deciding the merits af 

11 the IRU complaint. The full facts of that carnpIalnt 

12 are not at issue here, nor were the;: evcxa pr'escnceri. 

13 The FCC will make the decision oil the nierits ark& on t,he 

14 weight that this incident is due with respect ta Z 7 t  

15 approval. 

16 Therefore, I recomnen~, r t tat t h e  

17 commission grant the intervention simply Secar:aitz 

18 it's - -  

19 f:XAIRI.VIN GIFFORD: We let anybody in 

20 here. 

2 1 MS. QUINTANA: That's about i t .  Sut ,  

2 2  deny the motion ro reopen and deny afq t y p e  oE ru i ixq  

23 on merits of the compiaint. 

2 4 CObMISSIONER DYER: 1 would agree w l c 5  

25 the recommendation. 



1 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I agree 8 s  well. 

2 Given our very permissive intervention standards, 

3 particularly in this docket, we'll grant that. f don': 

4 think, in terms of the substance of a pleading, that 

5 anything has been posed more nakedly for the purpose at 

6 delay, and with no good cause shown. Again, were  this 

7 a reguiar commission Coloradc APA adrniniscrative 

6 docket, I would seriously discuss sanctions for this, 

9 because this - -  there was nothing about this chaE 

IQ couldn't have been brought up earlier, and there was t ? ~  

'11, reason this didn't show up for any othex reason than to 

I2 try and cause dekys. 

13 Again, given the peculiar nature of chi;  

14 docket, w e  won't do that, but, this was rather over the 

15 top, and it was what it was submitted for. 

16 MS. QUINTANR: Thank you. And w i t h  t i l n t ,  

17 commissioners, that was the last discrete puhlie 

18 interest issue. And I would like co make an o v c r a i i  

19 recommendation, now, on the public intatrest 

20 recommendation. 

2 1 Ad7~inor\/ staff would r e c o m m e t ~ d  that, yal; 

22 find that Qwest has met the public interest standard, 

23 with the exception of the previcus decrsion b": Chis 

24 commission on the New Edge issue. I think t h a t  you 

25 should make your recommendation contingent on Owes: 



1 making the order cbasges =c r te  5:-Z-T =rsr -,:: :r J , ----: 

2 with the FCC. 

- *-. - - 
3 COMMISSIONER DiiiZ?: Z +&+.-= SZTE? w.-E:- 

4 that. Once again, good work, sraff. 

5 MS. QUINTANA: Thank you. 

6 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Yes. I a s r e r  x r C 3  

- .  
7 that overall recommendation. The minor n o c l z f ~ ~ s r i a n  of 

8 the SGAT, I do think, in total, as Dr. Langiaad led 

3 off, that our findings on the public interesc are sound 

10 and that there's some interesting things in t h i s ,  bu t  

I1 it would be - -  I think it has clearly met the public 

12 interest standard here, in our opinion- That I s  A c t  1. 

13 MS. QUINTANA: Thar is k : : ~  i. 

1 -1 CHAIRMW GIFFOTrT): 5 e ; ~  * s rake f i-=e 

3 5  minutes. 

-* 
16 MS . QUI~JT>~JA : t can? y x  . 

I? CKKI?-!PJ GLffPJ?S: paaces2 Z G  22: L. 

IF3 {Zecess. i 

19 p23FFMS2T 61FFCSF2i: Ye::, Let S ; J Z X t : r , u r  

2~ along uizh o u r  dtElberat ions fere. ?;*,.c:. *<s 2 : ; ~  

? - - - s . 2 : ';ec , c 2 z . 

7 
LL. catt IpPVjr..J G tx~.sJ; : '1' 3 ; y.n : t I* ;* : 7':- 
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CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Or the mistress of 

ceremonies, as the case may be. 

MS. QUINTANA: Master is fine, 

Chairperson Gifford. 

Okay. Moving along, we would like to now 

turn to certain issues remaining with the SGAT language 

itself. These were brought up in AT&T1s response to 

Qwestls motion seeking approval of the SGAT, which it 

filed on May 6th, 2002. The first of the A:I&T issues 

is the presence of interim prices in E~chi.bit: A to 

Qwestls SGAT. According to AT&T, Qwest had added 

roughly 230 new rates to the Exhibit A that are neither 

just or reasonable, nor consistent with the 

commission~s 271 order. Not only does this fly in the 

face of the orders of this commission, but also creates 

an Exhibit A that this commission cannot possibly 

approve under the law, even on an interim bitsis. 

AT&T provided its own Attachment A to the 

response that indicates all of the new rate proposals 

that Qwest has unilaterally added to the SGAT. The 

commission should order Qwest to set these rates aside, 

or alternatively, simply not approve Qwest's SGAT. 

During the public interest workshop, on May 7th through 

the 9th of 2002, Qwest responded through the testimony 

a f  Mr. Paul McDaniel and Ms. Kris Ciccolo. They stated 
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1 on the record of that workshop that the interim prices 

2 i n  Exhibit A fall into one of two categories, either 

3 Q w c s t ,  oRe, barrowed a rate from a similar product or 

4 $e lv ice ,  or two, took the Qwest cost studies and 

5 applied the commission's adjustments ordered in Phase 1 

6 aE this proceeding. Qwest states that all of these 

4 are - -  all of these new interim rates are low volume or 

8 no-valunre products and services. And that the rate 

4 w i l l .  be adjudicated in Phase 2. 

10 Staff agrees with Qwestls approach to 

3-3, t;llbtle rates, Qwest's approach seems to - -  these 

X2 interim rates seem to be reasonable. I believe we all 

1 3  knew, from the atart, in 577, that there would be a 

'2-1 Phase 2. And that those rates would be included, but 

15 not yet litigated, until Phase 2 approaches. 

I ri If the Qwest interim rates are found to 

17 be conlpletely out of line in the Phase 2 proceeding 

It1 then i f  the commission so chooses at that time, it can 

19 ~ r d e r  some type of true-up. And also you did just 

1:S approve these rates in Exhibit A in response to 

21 Mr. Wendl.ing8s presentation. So, you know, there's 

23 c h a r .  

;; -5 

2 -  a g a i n .  

2 5 

COMMISSIONER DYER: I will approve it 

MS. QUINTFNA: Thank you. 
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I CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Yeah. They a r e  r e a l l y  

2 TELsRXC compliant .  And I th ink  t h e  method t h a t  was used 

3 t o  de r ive  those  in t e r im  r a t e s  we d id  f i n d  was 

3 c o n s i s t e n t  with TELRIC p r i n c i p l e s .  C e r t a i n l y  we can 

5 r e v i s i t  those  i n  Phase 2 ,  and before we l i t i g a t e  them. 

b B u t  the i n p u t  t o  t h e  cosc models t h a t  were made, t h a t  

7 derived t he  i n t e r im  r a t e s ,  were c o n s i s t e n t  with our  

D o the r  TELRTC d e c i s i o n s .  

9 MS. QUINTANA: Okay. The next  AT&T i s sue  

20 deals with t h e  ISP o r  I n t e r n e t  Serv ice  Provider  t r a f f i c  

21 i n  Sec t ions  7.3.1.1.3.1, and 7 . 3 . 2 . 2 . 1  of t h e  SGAT. 

1 2  AT&T s t a t e s  t h a t  Qwest has modified a  

13  sentence i n  t h e s e  sec t ions  t h a t  now c l e a r l y  s t a t e s  t h a t  

3 4  XSP-bound t r a f f i c  i s  i n t e r s t a t e  i n  n a t u r e .  AT&T s t a t e s  

45 t h e  FCC ISP o rde r  has been out  f o r  over  a year  now, and 

L6 Qwcat  i s  j u s t  now making these  changes. It  r equ i r e s  

17 mare s u b ~ t a n t i a t ~ i a n  than  j u s t  a  r e f e rence  t o  the  FCC 

18 order. Qwest should be requi red  t o  provide  l e g a l  

15 argurnent t o  s u p p o r t  the  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t he  FCC ISP 

20 order ,  then CLECs ~ o u l d  be i n  a p o s i t i o n  t o  respond. 

I'1 Qwest d id  respond t o  t h i s  i s s u e  i n ,  

2 ayairr ,  t h e  pub l i c  i n t e r e s t ,  May 7 t h  through 9 t h  

2 3  w ~ x k ~ f l n p .  Ln the  t r a n s c r i p t ,  Qwest s t a t e d ,  i n  response 

.i .$ co &T&T1s coDcerns regarding these  i s s u e s  t h a t  deal  

* - 
2 ,  v j t h  the 1 S P  t r a f f i c ,  t h a t  the  Internet-bound t r a f f i c  
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! k g  jurisd~ctianally interstate, and in nature, and thus 

2 iior s: :b~cct  to Section 251 (b) 5. Qwest cited to CC 

4 f i r i . - j rnya i"  
,..,-L. , -_ Wa. 9Y+t ja ,  14 FCC Record 3 6 8 9 ,  1 9 9 9  declaratory 

3; r u l ~ n y  011 intercarrier compensation and PRM, and also 

5 .",fit. order 01: rcnrand, April 27th, 2 0 0 1 ,  at paragraphs 2 1  

b A ~ A  5 2 ,  Qwest states that this language is also 

+ r n n s r c t e n t  with this commission's findings in the 

G S p l ~ ~ t t ,  ICG and Level  3  arbitrations. 

ri Y c .  Jenn>ngs-Fader would like to say something about 

1: t ~ T A ~ X ,  

1 *i c c C H A I R W  CIFFCYRD: There may be a case 

that, affects this. 

1 :! MS. JENNINGS-FADER: There could be, and 

14 T thought ,  perhaps, I might mention it, subsequent to 

I Y  r he - .  cnr 1 t l ~ i n k  fu1l.y discussed during the course of 

J i ,  i t  conrmission's en Sanc workshops on public interest, 

: 7  t h e  D . C .  circuit had recently issued a decision in 

1 R  whsch i t  remanded to the Federal ~ommunications 

; r  Ct:~:nar~ssron,  fur a second time, the FCC's decision on 

 it^ I I B C U L - P  of IS!?-hound traffic. 

7 1 
4 4 It's important, I believe, for this 

k, csrr!msi;oion's cansideration of this issue to note that 

2 %  ti:% FCC did not vacate the - - excuse me, the D.C. 

- 8  cxrcuit did not vacate the FCC's decision. It simply 

1 .  :atnandtl-d the case, again, to the FCC for further 
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V2c;r -e i r rprnrst l  c3P the FCC's legal rationale for the 

n cir*,.ka;r:;~ w , t h  respect to the ISP-bound traffic. 

:5 Y $ : x - ( t l ! d ; ~ 1 ~ ,  t h e  TS.C:. circuit does rather pointedly direct 

f ff:e FCC' t~ a provision of the statute, which the FCC 

5 b&J zcr ttlted an, but which the D.C. circuit 

bpj'iatlfintly believes may be of some support - -  or some 

if:tr*fc!r;r T B  the FCC in supporting its decision on the 

I- If:P is.w:u.nd traffic arid its nature. 

tk? So, with that being said, I believe that 

L ?  t:,.onsxarrx?t wich rrly earlier discussion on the prior 

? i i % G U e ,  ehat the cntnrnissiorl would be best served by 

8 ;  jlrareedtrig AS i f  the FCC's decision were still in 

i 5 e ?  i % c t ,  And, furthermore, I note that the commission's 

I& drcrcions un t h i s  issue have not been bound by or 

2 ,  d :  1-t2,?t't l y  linked to any FCC decision on this issue. And 

1 8 %  1 h u l i c v e  that t h e  commission should rely on its own 

1" dacrslons, wtlicl~ happily are coincident with the FCC's 

5 F. rviingn in t h i s  area, so, thank you. 

; *F CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Commissioner Dyer. 

. .- 
,; q COMMISSIQNER DYER: I agree with that. 

. . C H R I R P W  GIFFOPJ,: I think you are right, 

f a  M s r  Jbi-jnings-Fader. And the interstate or intrastate 

L 3 c&riirt: of XSP-bound traffic, I suppose, still is up in 

2; :he air, but aa you said, the D.C. circuit rather 

2 $,bulrrr.r,c",ly, perhaps, on a silver platter, appears to 
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+ $-, gf - r tva::;";f*:% t h e  FZC a rationale, a legal rationale to 

. * - J ; ,  .,,r .r , .;rr?, 2 r: a?!:' event, I don't think that rt, 

+;,t,i?p--: 2b.e p tov ls ton  read, if it didn't say 

~%:f:- : t : :hz, : rjijn'; think i t  would be fatal or 

. - - : , . * ~ , - r : ; : ~ i v ?  t t c ~  t he  2-71 applications. So, I agree that 

: , 23 ;iT~:p;l::;ible. 

ti!$. QUIWTANA: Thank you. The next SGAT 

" ,,i:f:i>e 4 rw-neci t?.f AT&'l' is for the Change Management 

r $:Y , ;8*~nriu I ~ ~ : c ? : s o I I  3.2 .:?,6. AT&T states that this section 

k ' i  dt:i%& n:3& ~o1:tain language that has been agreed to thus 

9 i , , 7-%r by Q-dent: ?ind t h e  CLECs .  In the CMP redesign group. 

:+* &*+a@: hda agreed to draft: language that it would 

$ 2  i~ti"'l.\ide ,zs an  explanation that Exhibit G, which is the 

S 7 . j  i,:WFx ilcrkumaalt, a s  rnodif ied, will be incorporated into 

Li .- 
+ b 3 s ~  PiiKf ~4 2;hout the need fur amendments. 

: t~ In the public interest hearing, Qwest 

5 ! nF3aiarr.ecl chute the language in Section 12.2.6, in the 

1 jt Apr-sl 29th SGkT version, is 271 compliant, and that it 

? q  d ? ~ d  I I O L  belleve sdditional language is needed. 

dli l?t:~wt*::tfr, Qwesr- does acknowledge that the language is 

:3 l i v L ~ : ~ g  l " + : ~ ~ ~ i < e d  I n  the CMP redesign group, and that 

,> er,>riuirnt;rac language can be added at some later date, and 

. i f c r r a  Irnv frevc to be included in the FCC filing for the 

c-+ Ye? f i 2~ :1g  of the SGAT. New language has been agreed 

r - ,  :)ow, by the CMP redesign group. This language now 
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: li.k<i'f\!ilca ;n sen2 ance that reads, "Notwithstanding any 

2 ntlaw,r pravision in this agreement, the CMP document 

i aetachcd as Exhibit G will be modified pursuant to the 

4 trrms oE E x h i b i t  G or the procedures of the redesign 

5 process and incorporated as part of the SGAT without 

b requirjng the  execution or filing of any amendment to 

'? rhis agreement. " 

8 This language was very  important to the 

4 CLEI:: in ehc  continuation of modifications to the CMP. 

10 Dmed an that, and to hopefully curtail any problems in 

I I  t h e  fucure,  i f  tlzere are additional changes made to the 

2 2 CNP dor:ument, I would recommend that this language be 

13 included in t he  SGAT at this time rather than waiting 

14 u n r l i  some time later in the future, and should be 

1% the - "  the change should be made prior to Qwest filing 

I & w i t h  t 1 1 ~  FCC, 

i 7 COMMISSIONER DYER: I would agree. 

1 n CHAIRMAN GIFFORD:  I agree. 

4 9 MS. QUINTANA: Okay. The next AT&T SGAT 

20  assue deal6 with access to loop qua1 information. In 

" 7 ,, Sescion 9.2.2.8, AT&T states that Qwest's revision to 

2:  t h x s  sectiwn is inconsistent with FCC orders, 

i iirnnh~gunus, and Qwest has not proveil that this proposal 

:1 1% at parity with access to loop information available 

25 co any Cwest employee. 
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1 Qwest does not describe this new manual 

3 l o ~ k u p  process that this language proposes or state 

S what information will be reviewed in this manual 

3 procedure. It should further be clarified, Qwest 

5 prnpo%rs that the back office information be put into 

G @he database rather than given directly to the 

7 rccpf2ctlng CLEC. This causes the filtering of 

R lnfurmatxan and also delay in receiving of the 

9 infcr'matlon. In addition, the Qwest language states 

10 that it will update the database within 48 hours of the 

1 1  request, unless it takes longer than 48 hours, in which 

52 case,  Qwest will notify the CLEC. AT&T states that it 

33 ohauld be a standard interval of 48 hours. 

2 9 Qwest should change the language as 

35 f ~ ! l o w s ,  according to AT&T: "If the loop makeup 

I G  xn5ormation for a particular facility is not contained 

17 in the loop qualification tools, if the loop 

IB qualification tool returns unclear or incomplete 

2 9  information, or I£ the CLEC questions the accuracy of 

2 0  the ~~~forrnijltion In the loop qualification tool, then 

1:: t be  C L E f  may requesc that Qwest perform a manual revlew 

*I .1 ,, u f  the company's records, back office systems, 

:1 dacahases where loop information resides. Qwest will 

2; alpavlde i-he CLEC the loop information identified during 

XS r he  manual review within 48 hours of west's receipt of 
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1 t h e  CLEC request for manual review. After the 

1 completion of the investigation, Qwest will load the 

3 infamation into the LFACs database." Qwest stated, on 

4 the record, during the public interest hearing, that 

5 this is voluntary, CLEC-friendly language that it added 

5 to the SGAT. 

'7 AT&Tts first concern with this language, 

R or our first concern is surrounding process issues with 

9 the language itself. The language allows the CLECs to 

10 faquest a manual lookup for loop information in an 

11 unlikely event that information is not contained in the 

12 tools that Qwest currently offers or if the information 

13 is returned as unclear. The manual review is uploaded 

14 to t h e  database within 48 hours. Qwest states that 

15 they are certainly amenable to reviewing AT&T1s 

16 language on this issue, but they think that this - -  

37 that the Qwest language captures Qwest's legal 

18 commitment, and no change has to be made for 273 

3.9 compliance. 

2 0 I would recommend, basically, a 

2 1  compromise between the AT&T and Qwest language. I 

22 think AT&T makes some valid points about the need for 

23 clarification on this manual lookup process. I also 

24 believe that AT&T makes a valid point for a standard 48 

9 5  hours interval rather than this more squishy language 
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3 s f  ~ ~ ' 1 1 .  try and do it in 48 hours, but if we can't, 

1 wcrL1 l e t  you know when we'll have it. 

3 And, so, the language that I would 

4 reccrrnt:\end is as follows: "If the loop makeup 

5 !nfnrmati.on for a particular facility is not contained 

6 : w  the loop qualification tools, if the loop 

? qua-kif icatinn tools return unclear or incomplete 

infaxmarion, or if the CLEC questions the accuracy of 

3 t h ~ ?  information in the loop qualification tools, then 

ID CLEC may request that Qwest perform a manual lookup of 

l *!I* company's records, back office systems and 

'13 da tabases  where loop information resides. Qwest will 

1 3  pravide the CLEC the loop information identified during 

14 the manual Lookup within 48 hours of Qwestts receipt of 

? 5  rilr! ClsECe request for the manual lookup. After the 

15 couzpletion of the investigation, Qwest will load the 

27 infurmati011 into the LFACs database. In the event the 

I t !  manual loolrup will take longer than 48 hours, Qwest 

1 %  will notlfy the CLEC within 48 hours of the expected 

It dace upan whlc l l  Owest can provide the manual loop 

2: niakcup informat lon . " 

7 ', 
+*I So, this is actually different than what 

13 I said before, The compromise here on the 48 hours 

- 4 - t x m e  frame was that Qwest would still have the ability 

to take a longer period of time and notify the CLEC; 
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I however, instead of uploading the information to the 

2 database, and then notifying the CLEC that the 

3 information is there, and they should do another 

4 lookup, that the information should be provided 

5 d~rectly to the CLEC, therefore, cuttiny dorm the time 

6 that way. So, I am sorry for the confusion. 

" C H A I R W J  GIFFORD: Cornmissloner Dyer. 

8 COMMISSIONER DYER: I would agree with 

9 that recommended language. 

3 0 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I would also recommend 

11 that language. 

12 MS. QUINTANA: Along with t.his same issue 

13 is kind of the corollary, the audit of Qwest's back-end 

1 4  systems. AT&T states that the Washington commission 

I f  has ordered and Arizona A L J  has recommended that Qwest 

i 6  be required to allow CLECs to audit Qwest:'s back of f i ce  

17 records, systems and databases in order to ensure that 

1s CEECs are obtaining the same access to loop infonation 

19 as any Qwest employee. Qwest should be required to 

20 import the Washington ordered SGAT audit language into 

22 the Colorado SGAT as changed by AT&T with certain 

22 modifications from AT&T. 

2 3 AT&T proposes the following audit 

24 language be added to the end of Section 9.2.2.8: 

25 "CLECs shall have the ability to audit Q~dest's company 
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records, back office systems and databases to determine 

whether Qwest is providing CLECs the same access to 

loop and loop plant information that is available to 

any Qwest employee. Such audit will be in addition to 

the audit rights contemplated by Section 18 of this 

agreement, but processes for the audit shall be 

consistent with the processes set forth in Section 18." 

Qwest responded to this AT&T issue again 

in the public interest workshop. ATGT states that - -  

excuse me. Qwest states that AT&T clairn!: thac Qwest 

should have incorporated a provision ordered in 

Washington, but rejected in Colorado, regarding the 

CLECs auditing of Qwest's back office systems. In 

Decision R01-1141, which is the order on motions to 

modi-fy the 5A decision, the hearing commissioner stated 

that KPMG had already audited Qwest's back office 

systems as part of the Master Test Plan, and had found 

them to be compliant. The full commission affirmed the 

hearing commlssloner's findings in Decision C02-406, 

when kT&T agaln had raised the same issue. 

Qwest states that the current SGAT 

demonstrates Qwest's legal commitment to provide 

information to the CLECs at parity with the information 

that Qwest uses internally. I believe that there have 

been no new issues raised in this AT&T filing. X think 



Exhibit LN-OSS-56 

5 6 

I that the full commission has already made its decision 

2 on this issue, and that there's no reason to reverse or 

3 change that decision. 

4 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD : Comrnissio~~er Dyer. 

5 COMMISSIONER DYER: Will the CPAP be 

6 taking looks at this in the future? 

F. 

i MS. QUINTANA: Excuse m e .  Just one 

B second. 

9 (Discussion off the record between Ms. 

ZQ Qubntanz  and Ms. Jennings-Fader.) 

1 1 MS. QUIWTANA: Commissioner Dyer, there 

12 are rio specific provisions in the CPAP for the loop 

13 qualification tools themselves. However, in a 

14 round-abaut way, the independent auditor will have the 

15 ability, and, in fact, the function of making sure that 

16 chose back office systems are providing the information 

1 '7  necessary for Qwest and the CLECs to have a service at 

18 parity. So, it would have to be more of a root cause 

19 analysis that the independent auditor would take on 

20 either as a result of a CLEC complaint or same other 

ZI, type of finding within the CPAP docket. 

2 2 COMMISSIONER DYER:  Thank you. And I 

2 3  would reaffirm our decision for the third tlme. 

2 4 MS. QUINTNJA: Thank you .  

2 5 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Agree. 
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4 MS. QUINTANA: Okay. Those are all of 

2 t h e  rernarnlng SORT issues. Now, I am not saying that 

2; Ltlare m;rgh; rrot be other recommendations to make 

4 Ch&n;i-jea ?.n t h e  SGAT issues or to the SGAT as a result 

'5 o f  s t : h e r  zhlngs char: we discuss, but those are the 

r ,  tsst.iec that t h e  CLECs brought up specific to the SGAT. 

J would like to move on - -  I think we'll 

8 gi.i ahead a ; ~ d  do TWC A n o w ,  so that I can regain myself 

P isr:rf let D r ,  hangland - -  

i 1) C H A I R I N  GIFFORD: We also don't want to 

+ ?i k s c ~  L-angland in a tie too long. 

, -* 
fin: MS. QUINTANA: We'll go to Trac A, 

1 3  plt!,ssa, 

1 9  COMMISSIONER DYER: Mr. Commissioner, I 

E5 waufd l i k e  to point out, this is the fort,h straight day 

1 - 5 !lave worn a necktie in a long year. 

i 7 CKAIRYJW GIFFORD: Unlike Dr. Langland, 

18 yc:>u can tolerate it. 

1 4  DR. LANGLMD: It's rented only to noon, 

,:I no 1 will speak rapidly. In order to gain entry into 

:: she: intcrLFirA market, the act set forth TRAC A and TRAC 

.L - ,,, B .  It was one or the other the BOC needed to satisfy. 

.. * 
, Tn t h x s  matter, it's a TRAC A filing, and under TRAP A ,  

- 4  C i j a ~ ~  are  four bas ic  criteria. That is the presence of 

:!" k~cdinq ~nrercannection agreements. No. 2, access of 
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~nterconnection to competitors by BOC. Competition - -  

t h ~ r d  criterion - -  I am sorry, competitors are present 

in business and in residential markets. Fmd, finally, 

competitors offering the service exclusively or 

predominantly over their own facilities. 

Very briefly, for each of these, there 

are, rnas or rnefias - -  I wan:ed to use that fourth 

pcmestsr  Spanish - -  between the BOC Qwest and other 

prariders easily satisfied that critexia. Access and 

interconnection competitors, this has to do with the 

physical connection and interoperability measure and 

traffic be exchanged. The FCC imposes no statistics on 

the arnnunt of traffic, just the connection exists, 

wizich it does. There are competitors, other providers 

present in both the residential and the business 

tnarket, using one - -  or the three entry strategies or 

provision protocols envisioned by the act, that is, the 

o w  facilities, Unbundled Network Elements, or resale. 

#1l those axe on the ground now. 

Finally, the FCC, as we talked abou:, 

under the public interest, very early on, does not have 

2 2  a market share test, per se. Most recently, it was 

23 articulated that - -  the notion of mare than a de 

24 rninimus presence in those markets. There's not, again, 

2 5  a numerical score attached to de rninimus, but the 
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1 numbers phat have been present in the public interest 

2 workshop seem to exceed what is a reasonable 

3 interpretation of the de minimis. So that, generally 

4 speaking, it appears that the evidence presented, so 

5 f a r ,  and as analyzed by the hearing commissioner, 

6 seemed C a  ir~dicate that there is reasonable evidence to 

7 suggest TPAC A satisfaction. 

(3 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Commissioner Dyer. 

9 COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree that this 

i o  method meets the test. 

1 1, CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Yeah. The criteria 

22 under  Tsac A, as I think you described them, Dr. 

13 Lanyland, are simply to meet, frankly, and I think that 

14 they have been met here by ample evidence and even if 

1 5  you were to impose a market share test, as I think Ms. 

16 Quintana mentioned, our numbers, depending on whose you 

1 7  believe in the record, but our numbers are certainly 

li3 better in terms of market penetration than other 271 

X9 applications that have been granted. So - -  

2 C! DR. LANGLAND: I think the numbers here, 

21 Mr. Chairman, compare favorably to the market share 

25 numbers for other applicants in other service 

23 territories that have been approved by the FCC. So, 

24 that even if one were to take a pessimistic view of the 

2 5  calculations performed by Qwest, and whittle away at 
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1 them in a variety of ways, even after that, the numbers 

2 still meet or exceed that which has already been 

3 approved. 

4 CHAIRK4N GIFFOPJ3 : Now, - so, I thick we 

5 can fairly confidently say the Trac A is met. 

-6 DR. LAPJGLAND: I think so. That is 

7 staff's recommendation. 

8 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Okay. 

9 MS. QUINTANA: Okay. Moving onto Section 

10 272 requirements. I believe that we are left with t w o  

11 remaining issues from Section 272 concerns. In the 

12 pr~blic interest hearing, on behalf of AT&T, Mr. Gregg 

13 Kopta presented his company's positions on their 

14 colncerns. remaining with Section 272. The first issue 

15 is that of maintaining separate employees for QCC, the 

16 loing distance affiliate, and Qwest the BOC. Qwest 

17 responded to this concern by stating that it no longer 

18 allows the lcan of employees, and that it has put in 

19 place a stringent process for the transfer of 

20 employees. The employees must actually be terminated 

21 and rehired, and they must also execute a 

2 2  confidentializy agreement upon termination. 

23 Qwest states that the FCC has made no 

24 restrictions on the transfer of employees from the BOC 

25 to the affiliate or from the affiliate to the BOC. 
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1 Scctiun 272 (b) (3) says nothing about such restriction. 

1 In addition, Qwest finds it ironic that AT&T is asking 

3 f o r  these additional safeguards when QCC has zerG 

4 markec share, but ATLT, who has the largest market 

5 sfrare in long distance, could hire BOC enlployees with 

6 no restrictions. 

7 I believe that w e  pretty much have to 

B fall back onto the FCC on this issue. To date, there 

9 has been nothing said, in any of the 271 orders, that 

10 places restrictions on the hiring of employees between 

11 the affiliate and BOC. Qwest makes valid points about 

12 AT&T, or any long distance provider, hiring former BOC 

13 cmpl.oyees. Qwest seems to have put the appropriate 

14 safeguards in place that should prevent the sharing of 

15 corifidential information. And, so, I would recommend 

15 chat RT&T1s concern on this issue - -  that there be 

I? nothing changed based on AT&T1s concern. 

18 COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree. 

3. 9 CKAIRMAN GIFFORD: I agree. 

2 0 MS. QIJINTANA: And AT&T9s second 272 

23 issue is one for special access reporting. In his 

2 2  presentation, Mr. Kopta requests that this commission 

2 1  order Qwest to report its special access provisioning 

24 at a dlsaggregated level so as to compare the 

2 5  unaffiliated companies with the 272 affiliates, and the 
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1 level of quality of service that they are receiving. 

2 AT&T is not asking the commission to reexamine the PAP 

3 provisions. Rather, to order the reporting similar to 

4 what apparently the Washington commission has already 

5 ordered in its 31st supplemental order. 

6 Qwest stated in the workshops that the 

7 reports that the Washington commission ordered will be 

8 available on a public Website for anyone interested to 

9 view. The FCC has said that this infomiation needs 

10 only be provided after 271 approval is given. And 

until that time, Qwest states there is no need for 

additional reporting. This information supplied to the 

commission for the PAP, which is special access 

reporting in lieu of UNEs, coupled with the information 

that Qwest will be providing on this Website report, 

after receiving 271 approval, should be sufficient for 

now. If this commission determines through one or the 

other reports that there seems to be a problem with the 

service quality levels given to the various entities, 

then the commission has left open the possibility of 

further investigation and perhaps penalty assignment in 

the CPkP docket. 

So I think that, with the two separate 

reports and the ability to do more in the PAP in t h e  

future, if the need arises, that this concern is 
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1 covered. 

2 CHAIRMAN GIFFOPJ): Commissioner Dyer.  

3 COMMISSIONER DYER: I know, Mr. Chalmnar,, 

4 you probably need some more paper flowing inte ;lour 

5 office, since you cleaned it out now. 

6 MS. QUINTANA: We all do, right? 

7 COMMISSIONER DYER: I wollld agree wlth 

B your recommendation. 

9 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I thirik the spezlai 

10 access issues are taken care of under the CPAP, and 1 

11 don't necessarily see a lever under Section 272 t h a t  

12 would cause us to require it, and I think that's the 

13 last 272 issue brought to the full commission. 

14 MS. QUINTANA: It is. hid for an overall 

15 recommendation, I would just like to st~mind the 

16 commission of the previous hearing com~nissioner's 

17 decisions on 2 7 2 ,  and now the full conunissioner'r 

decision on this discrete issue, and I would recommend 

the full commission find that Q w e s t  has met the 

requirements of 272. 

COMMISSIONER DYER: I would make that - -  

I agree. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: And 1 would also so 

recommend to the FCC. 

MS. QUINTAMA: And srith that, I arr, done 
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1 for n o w .  If we can take two minutes to shuffle some 

2 paper, and then come back with t h e  ROC OSS test. 

3 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: We have remaining, 

4 just for those playing along at home, t h e  OSS test, 

5 CMP - -  

6 MS. QUINTANA: Interconnect and then 

7 overall everything. 

8 CKAIRMAN GIFFORD: Overall, 1 am gain2 to 

9 bore you to tears with my closing soliloquy. 

10 MS. QUINTANA: Yes, sir. 

1 I CrLAIRMAN GIFFORD: There's a 

12 Shakespearian quality to this whole process. 

13 MS. JENNINGS-FADER: Will you end in the 

14 typical rhyming couplet at the end of t h e  act? 

25 CHAIRMATJ GIFFORD: I will work: on that. 

16 Let's take a few minutes. 

17 MS. QUINTANA: Thank you. 

1 !3 (Recess. ) 

19 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Let's go back on the 

20 record of this decision meeting. 

2 1 Pad now I believe Ms. Allstot wili 570 

22 through the cure of what we did earlier in the week 

23 which is t h e  results of t h e  ROC OSS test. 

2 4 MS. ALLSTOT: That's correct, 

25 Commissioner. 
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1 The Telecommunications Act of 1996 and 

2 other  related FCC orders require that Qwest provide 

3 just reasonable and nondiscriminatory access to its 

4 Operation Support Systems and to provide the 

5 documentation and support necessary for CLECs to access 

6 and use these systems and to demonstrate that Qwest's 

7 systems are operationally ready. This is what the ROC: 

8 OSS test was designed to establish. 

9 And as you have heard earlier in the 

I0 week, the ROC OSS test evaluated 711 cr.iteria total. 

11 KPMG Consulting concluded that Qwest satisfied 645 of 

12 those criteria. There were I1 criteria that were not 

1.3 satisfied, 26 that were unable to determine, and 26 

1 criteria that had no finding because they were tested 

15 as diagnostic. 

16 Ms. Quintaaa will address two of the 

17 criteria that were not satisfied and seven of the 

10 criteria that were unable to be determined because they 

19 are related to Change Management Proc.ess. And I will 

20 address the remaining. 

: 1 The reason that we are taking this path 

2 2  is because I believe that it is reasonable where the 

2 3  test itself has not come to a satisfactory finding t h a t  

24 this commission then determined what importance that 

25  rest criterion was and what it wants to do about it. 



1 And what I'm trying - -  I'm going to try and do is to 

2 lunp some of these together because there are some tha ' i  

3 are related. 

4 The first grouping deals with jeopardy 

5 notices. And you will find them on pages 4, 8, 9, and 

G 17 of your matrix. 

7 Criterion 12-9-1 was a requirement for 

8 Owese to provide jeopardy noises in advance of the due 

9 date for resale products and services. That was found 

bD unable to determine. 12-9-2 was a requirement for 

Ib Qwest to provide jeopardy n.otices in advance of the due 

XZ date for UNE-P products and that was found unable to 

1 3  determine. 12-9-4, West systems or representatives 

4 were required to provide timely jeopardy notices for 

15 resale products and services. That was found not 

16 satisfied. And 12-9-5, Qwest systems represenratives 

17 wcrc required to provide timely jeopardy notices for 

18 UNE-P. That criterion was found not satisfied. 

1 5 Now, with regard to jeopardy notices 

20 aversll, this Commission has already found that those 

2 :  are important and it did so when it included measures 

22 in the CPAP for jeopardy notices. And part of the 

2 3  problem that was observed in the testing is that Qwest 

24 doesn't issue a Lot of jeopardy notices and therefore 

25 there wasn't a lot for KPMG to make conclusions on. 
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What Qwest did provide was commercial 

experience data that indicated that they have for the 

most part met the parity standards that are required 

for the jeopardy notice PIDs and those are specifically 

for PO-8-A for nondesign services - -  that's probably 

the weakest performance that Qwest has and that they 

have only met that in the last two months. 

PO-9-A was for nondesign services and 

t h e y  did have a good track record for several months 

now. PO-9-B for UNE-P POTS, they met this for some 

time now, but they did happen to miss this parity 

standard in April of this year. 

And then PO--- and then this one - -  but 

anyway, the bottom line is that they do have evidence 

af commercial performance in these areas; so what the 

tesr  is lacking, we do have in the record that there is 

cammercial performance that establishes that Qwest daes 

provide jeopardy notices. And I believe that the 

Cornmission should rely on that to make its finding. 

And the other thing that I believe that 

the Commission should look to i s  that the CPAP does 

include measures for jeopardy notices that cover these 

same - -  very same areas that KPMG has found unable to 

determine and not satisfied. 

So if you have no questions I'll make a 
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2 COMMISSIONER DYER: No questions. 

3 CHAIRMAN GIPFORD: Recommendation? 

-1 MS. AILSTOT: Staff recommends that the 

5 Commission find these criteria do not impact the CLECs 

h a b i l l c y  to use Qwest's OSS. 

*? COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree. 

8 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I agree, as well. 

9 MS. ALLSTOT: The next grouping that I 

20  want to deal with deals with human erxor, And the 

11 three criterion - -  

IT COMMISSIONER DYER: DO you have a page 

X3 for that: one? 

I4 MS. ALLSTOT: - -  to deal with our - -  page 

15 2 0 ,  page 31, and page 51. And these criterion are 

26 12-11-4, where KPMG found that was unable to determine 

17 that Qwest produced measures of preorder, order 

28 performance results for HPC transactions that are 

19 consistent with KPMG Consulting produced HPC measures. 

2 0 12.8-2, KPMG found and unable to 

21 determine f o r  procedures for processing electronically 

22 submitted non-flow-through orders are defined, 

2.3 documented and followed. 

2 4 And Criterion 14-1-44, that Qwest 

25 produced measures of ordering and provisioning 
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I performance results for HPC transactions are consistent 

2 with KPMG Consulting produced HPC measures. 

i Now in the last few days you have heard a 

4 Tot of testimony with regards to human error in this 

5 arena. One thing that I will note that all the parties 

G tend to agree that perfection should not be expected; 

"7 that human error is a reality any time! that manual 

W processes are used. What they disagree on is how much 

9 human error is reasonable and whether additional 

10 testing to ensure that the level of human error in 

11 Qwcst's QSS does not interfere with competition. 

f il Qwest specifically believes that the 

2 3  number of human errors in its manual processes are 

34 reasonable. AT&T asserts that Qwest Is human error is 

15 significant enough to find that the ROC OSS test 

26 results as they stand today are fatally flawed and ATLT 

17  advocates that additional testing be conducted. 

% a  And in looking at these rer ;u l . t s ,  I would 

:9 conclude that the human error uncovered does not 

2 6  suggest to me that the test results are fatally flawed; 

2 1  but I do belle.de that this Commission probably needs to 

2 2 consider addressing the concern because human error was 

23 revealed throughout the testing as being a root cause 

21 of ~everal problems most recently revealed towards the 

25 end of the test in a retest just prior to ceasing the 
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transaction testing. 

One thing I would note for the Commission 

is that the steering committee, of which Colorado staff 

was a member, became concerned with the human error 

issue back when KPMG issued Observation 3086. And that 

observation indicated that a number of observations and 

exceptions are coming back to human error as being the 

root cause of problems. 

Qwest's response to thak Obsemation 3086 

offered to track data and report that information to 

commissions regarding its efforts to control human 

error. And that somewhat addressed t h e  steering 

committee's concern, but we wanted additional 

information on possible performance measures that might 

be used to track Qwest's effort to control human error 

and sought that via a change request to the master t e s t  

plan. 

KPMG provided its opinion regarding t h a t  

and the PID adequacy study which is an exhibit in 

this - -  this current workshop, and that was provided on 

April 30th. Qwest provided response to that on 

May 24th. And Qwest commits in its response ta develop 

and present proposals for new performance measures 

addressing order accuracy when the long-term PYD 

administration process is in place and functioning. 
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I And even though that long-term PID 

2 administration process is not in place and functioning, 

: Qwest did, on June IlPh, circulate PO-20 which was a 

4 proposal for a PID for manual service order accuracy 

5 arid they circulated that, I believe both to the ROC TAG 

G and t n  all parties that have indicated interest in 

7 pt3rtici.pating in the long-term PID administration. 

B So if you have any questions 1 would 

9 address them now; otherwise, I' 11 make a 

XO r@commendation. 

1 7  * . COMMISSIONER DYER: No questions. 

1:; MS. ALLSTOT: Advisory staff recommends 

13 that the Commission address the concerns raised about 

24 human error by conditioning any recommendation of 

15 approval of an application by Qwest to the FCC for 

X6 Colorado as follows: to require Qwest to work with 

17 interested parties to complete development of a PID 

28  similar to its proposed PO-20 that will track manual 

3 9  service order accuracy and do that in such a time frame 

20 that PO-20 can be added to the CPAP at the first 

11 six-month review. 

. 22  I would suggest that the Commission find 

23 it acceptable that to the extent that the parties come 

24 to agreement prior to that six-month review process 

25 that that PID be allowed to be added to the CPAP before 
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: wn Malt far that - -  that point in time; and that's 

; f n 2 i - i  ailowed in Section 18-9 of the CPAP. And 

' Q;S*:gt - -  'i believe the Commission should indicate to 

4 p+s-nc that if thcy can make that happen that they shall 

i a l e  t h a r  through that process. 

L Now, whar 1 would say is that Qwest 

t 6 1 ~ = 5 * : J  x t s ,  T guess, offer on a functioning long-term 

P DSD adminznfrati.on through - -  to the extent that that 

;5 tar: Firuppen, that's good. To the extent that that 

:i. cdnnQC happen, t h a t  would not excuse them from making 

1 1:Ptin bevebopmcnt of this particular PID take place and 

2 kc:., offer  to the Cornrnission in that time frame. 

i I The other thing that I would suggest is 

:4 rknr; n? r : t i a? ly  the standard for this PID would be 

?!- dtkqnuetic; and then at the second six-month review of 

If r ,hrr :c  CPAP. benchmark would be established and PO-20 

" *f , waa:ld be added as a Tier 1 - F a  measure to the CPAP unless 

18  parr ies  agree that Owest's performance does not warrant 

I s  t h e  i-kddt t ~ o n  of s u c h  a PID. 

' l  <i- 
+ t* And that is my recommendation. 

" b 
Is, 1 COMMISSIONER DYER: I would agree with 

2 s  s h a t .  

? 3 CKAIRMAN GIF'FORD: Yeah. And there are 

f 4  Meparare parts to your recommendation, of which I agree 

. ro a l l ,  It does seem to me right that the human error 
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: nr:?b;c~.  "hn~qh of concern going forward, is not 

J -r.; t"t~:~i"%rial f in~r lgh  for 7-71 purposes to make it fatal to 

1- *:;? &?pi \r-ra::lu~i, based an the totality of the OSS 

s t + ~ t i i ~ * ~  E - c n u l t g ;  but it also is an issue of some 

?.<:'irrr4rn t h a t  does need t~ be addressed going forward as 

: B?;snL ever2 we got in t h e  workshop this week, as all 

par2:93. to a lesser or greater degree, recognize. 

3 Ttrerefore X think prescribing the 

I , ~ P Y ~ ;  ) n p n ~ n ~ ~ r  i n  addition of PO-20, a human-error PID, is 

;n L i 3 r  isPfitlx:ar\ce t h a t  we need going forward that this will 

s * . tw* n d d : ~ a n ~ d  and the - -  kind of the mechanics of your 

* :aeur;llrtend#tion I agree with in who1.e. 

: MS. JENNINGS-FADER: If I may ask for one 

iel+ir!, i f acacicm, Comrniasi.oner .,- Commission, excuse me : 

ir. &*g Yz;, A l l s t o C ,  noted, Qwest has offered as an exhibit 

cf Ifi cke araut recent ly  completed en banc workshop, its 

.i" 
, <  yxupa~h:kttd PQ-20. I understand staff's recommendation 

1 *grid I hl;,pp t h e  Cammissionls decision to be that a PO-20 

r ri : \!nuid he develapcd but there is no endorsement of the 

yst:iy;.:aa;;rl tfiar Q w e r t :  lias made; rather that should be - - 

, Y  1 ! i j h 8  tQXIJ ;~tr;t;. if should be developed through the 

, 1,- .. , ~ - . ~ t %  t-ern PZO aclministration process. 

, CI4ALRMRN GIFF'QRD: That's correct. 

;, 4 COMMISSIONER DYER: Yeah. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: 1 think we both meant * 
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L . , j i ~ f :  '- and t r ~  the extent I added any a~big~ity, 

: ;5e;raj:'::y t he  ddl'aft Pa-20 can be used as a discussion 

5 =fe-:~~tr:cn~, btlt ~hould be developed through the 

4 nae:,2i:.: lit I fig collaborat ivc. process that works so well. 

, M 6 ,  JEIGJ'INGS-FADER: Thank you, 

8 ,<wr,na:;s i~ r r c r s  , 

, MS. jiLJL~STOT: The next group that I would 

& .+ ;kc t;:. r+ci$r'ef:s is unbundled dark fibers and EELS which 

can be found at page 3 3  on page 39 of your matrix. 

= 3 C r r t n r i o c i  14-1-10 W M G  found was not satisfied fczr 

I - , , c74qdnk ~ Z ~ V I ~ ~ Q R L I S C ~  unbundled dark fiber by adhering to 

r L ~ , , I c u ! L w I ~ ~ ~  and rnerllc~d and procedure tasks. And criterion 

l i  ' ; a ;  I + ,  em, t.-rbkC aLsa found that not satisfied for Qdest 

- 1  F : : - v r n i n ~ r n q  he'll circuits by adhering to documented 

; I  n v ~ r ,  f?;n cbrld p rncedurc tasks . 
, - . t I n  f h ~  test, KPMG originally observed as 

. - 
r?..afi.* as they could corrie up w i t h  in the real world 

, ~ & .  , , ri'i:t ~t - , az. ;r=nz c) f  unbundled dark fiber and EELS ; and 

:.o ; -2r - t  i:*:jyLe hrcl::lerns with Qwest's documentation and 

: z i - ~ ' r i t - , a ~ c c ~  :.my er.c~ptlons. And then as time went on 

7 ,  
* - 

.,$I - - 3 , t ~ ~ ~ + -  c:: QrderS for these products was not 

:;;:fd;:;~rtr:r such t h a r  even though Qwest changed its 

d:>e::ri-~!x:ac: ~ O I I  3 r d  its procedures to address KPMG' s 

, , d  c,i:r:5e?rr:. KPPIG could not verify those changes. 

r ,- V, 
P;nd one thing I would point out is that 
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. t : . * ~ ~  fi<>: ;ne l~f ie  a t  this tirnr? any 

-- -4  * z .  L- -ji; k h ,  : 6Tb" - t . - - "  .--. -,2,~+ i c 3  d h r k  fiber; nor daes it contain 

.r - K t ,  b e s t  doea report inEormation 

p r 5 ~ l t r ;  Et~l i l  130th ta the extent there is 

i?r'~-f Ft:ri: of t:Ixa trhrrxgs that: this 

peter :Atcfind uwzst to d o  J s to, at the 

7- ' r , ,2,s+ S a i  ? * 7 i i 4 ~ . I ' t  i r?"J?Fttr'i+ essentially to put: EELS an the 

* a t C  >'I f - . :  d:r:q:+-i~: * k i : 4 f ;  at rha CPAP far six-month 

;~r%ei 63~1't+ knew t h a t  I have a lot more 

:Y 444~ l f t ~ i q  $ ' I )  O$Sb:l it UZ) for  questions if YOU 

I : B $  

A w ,:L~P\F$ISS EBEIER, DYER: No quest ians . 

! AL~,L%'OT: This one, while it may be 

+*,r t ?  A n t  :a t:LRCn, i c  suf fe r s  from the otandpsint of 3 i' 

3 ;:a p P i ?T i-i::. F1?3 1 *~olume ttappcr~ing here. And it doesnl t 

r * s * + a . i 9  rriql!a*kpJ l ; f r t k  kt:, expect: Qwest LO t r y  and make 

31r ;~d , i , r -~ , i : : ' i 3  I ~ U I F ~ ~ P F :  nxoilnd ~ o r n e t h i n g  that it cannot make 

% : , ] - u a : ,  n ; ~ ~ : ~ ,  .:hri: thxn(3EL t:Iiilt all a£ the parties agreed 

:r i :af l? 5:: tiif: Rat US$ test was that we wouldn't 

c v  f : + W S  * . , s b s r r J i  is k to be completed to the extent: that it 

a c , - ~ 2 : < i  .3~z-...,.t I* R ' ~ I . ~ P T '  reill custorner service that Qwest 

- i t i &id s; i t  did not seem 

- r ; q r - : ~ *  t * ,  rVqX!CI' tha t  the t e s t  would acrually 
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1 require specific provisioning of this for tbc 

2 Pseudo-CLEC. 

3 So what I would recamncrtd at t:F LS p r i z e  

4 in time that the Commissian find thar  rttr! ti,>: ss;ac:=c:;eS 

5 criterions on these criterion does not i ~ ~ p a e e  CL5;Ts" 

6 ability to use Qwest's OSS Systems. 

7 COMMISSIOIIER DYER: 1 agree. 

8 CHAIRIGW GLFFORD: Yeah, .I thi ;~b< t C p ? Y G  

9 certainly right given the volumes htire rkat &KC x t  

10 existent in some cases. 

11 MS. ALLSTOT: The next  group t h a t  ; p3t- 

12 together is for an indication af parlc:' not v l ~ t  

13 nondispatch ordars, which can be f ~ ~ n d  a t  paqp $ 2  and 

14 page 45 of the matrix. The F i r s t  f f i t c r r ~ x ' t  3,s ;,cp- ii .I&, 

15 where KPMG had a not satisfied fandrng for A 

16 requirement for Qwesr to meet the P&E"~'$ p%'i$4!6f%&%$% 

17 requirements for PLD OP-4 - C  instal 2ak La3 r nt&rA,ra l %et 

18 for business POTS; and t h e  nthe: osc i% ; 4 - t c l * ~ ,  + ? - x i %  

19 also has a finding of not s a t i s f  : cd  f 8 r  @4eai; kt,; m w ?  

20 the requirement for parity perforkan@% fs; F'2Z'i :'? 1~ Z 

21 installation interval met, fa*. LIE-"PscrT:=',:ns &ig2 3tb.ke 

22 again I would point out to trhvl C ~ r a ; i " ; $ ~ d ; >  t t z ~ : :  

2 3 (Pause. ) 

2 4 MS. ALLSTOT: T h ~ s t  ' s f r6% a?: G: ~ 5 p ;  64 

25 last night. 



2 MS. ALLSTOT: - - t h a t  the ~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ 1 8 2 ~ 3 ~  3 a ~  

3 already found this to be irnpotranz w i t h  regards %P 

4 parity of business POTS and tRaE-P service:; aZ3 EE$T7 

5 there are measures included in ehe CPAP SCI- LHl;$: k r r i  

6 I would point the tommiss~on alsb", to Q<t;ast's 3Ict~G35 

7 commercial performance resxlrs Err:" G P - 4  -C fcr t u ~ ; f ' ~ e z . . ?  

8 POTS in which i~ has mer :he p&r;t+; s~andai -d  4/37 J ' u l y  

9 2001 through April 20432: and t h 5  pe t fomat?$:~  5 . 2 ~  

10 W E - P  services, In which it h a s  mizc t h e  , 6 t a & ! ~ r d  f Q s  

11. OP-4-c for Urn-P fur August ZBtfr'l ehrc~ur_rt; I.'r;rurt 2PE2- i 

12 believe this is strong ebbxdenec a? c@mefciai 

13 performance . 

14 And w i t h  t h a t  f wiil oae;i ;h ~ $ 3  b-3" 

15 questions. 

16 COMMISSIONER DYER : l.?fi% qG@sti iiNIl6 

17 CHASRMNN GXFFOR'O: t p ~ c % ~ i ~ f i % i  

18 MS. AI.,>STOT: Staf :  $aSae&%&i-ik :Rib$ %hi% 

19 Commission find c h i s  c r l ~ r r i q n  :< ns: ; F p o C X  B R 8  cL%;i?' 

20 ability to use Qwesc's QSS. 

2 1 COW!+ IS S P OI;E;2 EDYE2 : &g x'.e~ 

22 CXA'T;P,Fs,S cSX PFOPD- i a;$F;'ch - 
2 3 Ms. kt tSy3T,  Okiry. :hi- frcxp, ctr-tuy r a i l  

- i r  r 24 insufficient data o;lfzs. There aft? QI3t;r aE t t ; ~ ~ " :  "'"-jp - 

25 can be found a",pge 47, c%gC 4 4 ,  fi;i"3"";3 &iiJ $>%.I- 



of t h e  matrix. The f ~ z c t  o.ne ;a  2 3 : -  ; -3:' $KP?-2 tc;,:nl' 

it unable to detem,ine oa "Lt le  re",.;:m-*pi:t :53t kaqsr 

meet the p a r i t y  performance regu:ri-l.;.:?;r? Zc: ?;'I" ;?' 6 -:i 

delayed days business POTS, 2 4 - : - 3 3  s s  sn:t??r ~-5zC:a 

to determine,  which i s  a r r g u ~ r u ~ e c :  f -%r ~ d c s :  r-  T,;F=f 

t h e  parity perforaance requ;tfemcri.r : 2: bS2 C F  $i--'; 5s: 

delayed days  residenrisl :.Z 7 - i $ ,  kc .t;,-,j\?le r -  

determine on the rrqulsezent ;us 9 ~ e s r  :P pee; r5-5 

parity performance recpdiresents ESr % T Z j  fig t; -2: ,?:\ 

delayed days LIKE-P P9T5. &r'ib t k ~  ;as: .-2--r lio nkr; r m a b i ~  

to determine on srikesion t4-1-42 p~;.pp> ~ ~ i p  r ;~~s=~  

to mee t  t h e  p a r i z y  per, 'amn%c r-@q&ktas-..~nl$ tc3r YE2  lI'-F 

1 5  i n t e r v a l  for pend.xfig L ~ ~ & E S S -  irPgp:dj-c% p~?: .:::LL~ 6 3 ~ 2 ,  

a l l  products. 

Orice aggzn - -  IT? ;-r- B ~ , T ; %  a * C h  9) 

 firs^ w)l&r j: vrd:aBd p&k%-f  .?:+i*, $ 7 ;  ~4 5 -  

is that Qwest d i d  m e e k  scq%;g.ttaei%$a ::if %Pi= l : q r + - ,  a1 

region which iricigx5za C0tSgr"hn fox 5$z..g$ ,:'pzt=g1;,;r: It,$?,S 

they have met the parity $;&Z:~YS~$ iTgt *%+; ;k? :h 

A p r i l  2 0 0 2  i n  the c ; z % ~ ~ c ~ E i * l L  ph~.E~;?$'":d%~;" :SF-;- a 

holds t r u e  far ttle T ~ ; ? B S C ~ ; I F ~ % : ~ ~ ~  6 k L i t r  b,gi8@ r:l*? "-*.c 

standard for 14ay zoom ;tirs;ryp: &qt -: ::t-U-4:: . - 6  !,ti.,: 

commercial. perf  ot-~~;rracas rt.sz=t+ r , ~  .%:~iq : 2 ; ~  . z + ~ + ~ ~ I ~  p a ht<+ 

for QP 15, w b ~ c h  A Z  14-1-43 

The  C ~ ~ ~ q i s i @ ~ a n  r;,l:. ~ k - t , . '  f njal:~! %?*;,.u~L;* * 1 3  
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- - 1 be important in tha: there arc :;~-~S-JXUS i~r'..,::is=i.? + -'-" 

2 CPAF and there I s  $isî 7 S ~ Z ' O ; : ~  C ; ~ ~ " ~ Z L . ~ T . L  d~---t"l:_C$ ,zF 

"- . . - - "  ,rc: k:- ST-- 3 this. w i t r i  t h a e  I ih*a::i& ~-.r~c-- -' *. 

4 q u e s t i o n s .  

5 ~ 0 %  &r= - * n c * r r  4. r ' ? b i i i ~ r r s @ .  EYEE ;+: ~GF$:  ? ~ Z S  

6 f ' ~ ~ ' , ~ g ~ ~ j  g:~yc:.-;"z; ?gL-"-.- a + s z  a.D----+. e b.L  % - + P & A ~  L-:: 

7 Ms. Allstot? 

8 FfS L&L$y<>f; ;:"$ 'hp 3z-v 

9 recornmendaticm, we :-cccswrmirj "25  $y,-,c- , - , - - ~ - y k c $ ; &  f ; - 4  

1 0  t h e s e  criter~on d=7 af-it ; , ~ ~ ~ a = ' t  a e::-r;%f:s 32: ; i ?  ; : - - -  .? -3 - 

11 Qwcst's OSS. 

12 C O ~ I X ~ $ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ R  @fx$ 4 3 ~ 5 ~  

1 3  CPFA 2 Bpf&,W $1 P$ "cr ; 3 : ; .r;e 

14 11,' 9 pr+&b; 7 "el:% + ~:",-j+---  YI-l hdgf s - + 

1 5  reiterate hic?.r&rzl;y a$ a;./$pr::q 3 ' a - j  MA-," . - ,t IA,apt "4- , I  

16 second best cvide~sc ' &r,d ; :X;;2k ;" k ? r n % - ' , ~ : ,  - , t- 

17 yaar r~c0inanhrr~ak:~~fi I;;&at t:23 &a+ *:-a.i'G $:is " h a b  

18 co~merc~a: - -  acr.ux; 1T,f)&%'?,g;"f2:$~; c<;!qPvr;~,'@ 3." ?7u'L..a E , I I L . ~ '  

19 et-ldp-i-i=e ari$ tcgriny ~W&p: : : :y  6 %  2;~6.1:'?.2 P-*a'$ 

2 0  the ~ l t u a t l ~ : n  *+Q g?&;* 4 -78 *?1Wq ' .4 :  ~ d l . ; r i ' < r r ! -  & '-_;ti.'' 

21 s'nows Q l h ' & ~ t  pY;z;;ti;G: r::r: f . ' m l : 8 : (  'ir@-*,"L:.- 

22 tes-e=ridcn:rr, Erie t-gr"i-p:,ffi; li, 

2 3  ,Q-,d 1 thin!: rl>."-c: : l i ~ t r : r q ; ~ y t ; : ,  ? b 4 , , 4 Y  -)1*- * :?.I-; a. F~~ 

24  t;n!es i s  zka: 0:: .: ij*a;Fq f"i;*l* ! ? , , * I -  ,I: -"-  

25 these meastire!: it.* '&~IF ?"!: f > S  ?a:- + 



f 

associated p e n a l ~ l e l ;  f 3 r  f A ; ~ G Z C " ~  LV:~ -cet?,-- * _ ? 1 ~ t ? -  

t h a t  on a g ~ x z g -  f o x - w ~ r d  ;S : :'FC 3 ~ q ~ ;  e F  

remain open t 3  C S T ; I P E % L ~ ~ ~ ~  $91- - -  ; w - s : :  1.- % -  

these measures. 

XS.  X S S T O T :  Ires 

The n@g:y nEr T *,;i-< :;k.+- t;? q::,:r11-~~~: $ 2  . - 

the MNP, benchmark tW:*e rk<3'; v q ~  $ 2 ~  3 6 ~ ~ .  * - a l : ~ ~ d ~ ~ ~  

t e s t i n g ,  T h i s  i s  2.=i;n,% 8:. P & ~ E  5 2  :Y:--. -,+:-: i r e  2.- 3 

KPMG found a not  ~a t . zs f$e&  f ~ r  tqvb&;;9483n> 9: 

modify trouble repcrt-t ~s.2 : F F  ~ 4 ~ 2 ;  B :- - 

requirement  the^ ks  prackssed r7i 5%: n k b ~  ?J-XE-&; z ;"i-3 

established by the 2RDC TAG P.!M,",chL--a:% ~ 1 - $  _';Mw 3 r: j A g 6 d ; 

par t  o f  this and -sc.nuse e f  63;r:: ' _pyzn np a 2;. t 

satisfied cn ai! af i z .  Tpse ;~eg:b,++ik. ~ q a  6 - :  .s/ 3 + ~  

and Qwest , on a ;iomC&l P Q B ~ ;  4a-t- ~ i i r%l~ f . t :a% 2 3 &zz 

t h a t  icas car sat  i ~f a t e ~ r y -  

Rrr t  , -  &~t:3f : C t a & ' k  9 & - ~ 6  3 X:>' k : ~  a* : ;  

abou: c f i : ~ ,  ;i: .-'a>- @iipg* :?:& 231 f+-$f\-;~:~g. Z q :  Y,bid 

. ' rather t h a z  * i . .  . a 1;: ,r $ *r"$f - WSE; T 3 :I-ri ih- tbj t  

I guess ttr$.- f " ; r  : 5: ), *2$ k*': :.it.$ ki " $  ::E .. 9,rlr? 

M s .  Notariasn: c:*,y i..i: afzs L ; ~ j ; t  h;; i j : ; -  d4=. P I, j- " + 3 :  

because ~ p r q  ~+%::-3~::q : .Uig  r b , > f  d i g l p / ; - a  

t h e y  had nr;t mci  t k - :  qt R:;%-T;E~ :-:;'-(: * A &  ; ; c . f " x : ~ r r ' ~ + *  -c. % -* ' 1 * d s - 7  

been mer fol. th*: BtT: ZX", $*rC. -*:- d b % y L ?  d,13dV; * '5.): 
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1 indicated in Qwest's systems and that may or may not 

2 require the dispatch of a technician are consiscent 

3 with the troubles placed on the line. 

4 And the other one is 18-6-3, in which 

5 there was an unable to determine placed. on close-out 

6 codes for out-of-service and service-affecting 

3 wholesale DS1 and higher hit rate trouble indicated in 

E Qwest's systems are consistent with troubles placed on 

9 the line that may not require the dispatch of a 

10 technician. 

I1 Essentially there were problems1 with 

X2 technicians properly placing codes in trouble tickers 

13 and that was uncovered. And my recollection of what we 

14 heard was CLECs are concerned because essentially this 

15 could have an impact on Qwest's ability to a19 a program 

16 maintenance to keep their systems adequate. Qwest 

17 maintains that these codes are not relevant ta CLECs,  

58 that it's informati0.n that they use internal to 

19 themselves and that it really doesn't provide the CLEC 

20 any - -  any relevant information. 

2 1 My other recollection on this is similar 

22 to the last one in that at the workshop none o f  the 

2 3  CLECs indicated that this would be considered a fatal 

24 flaw for the test. So with that I would open it up for 

25 questions. 
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l. COMMISSIONER DYER: No questions. 

2 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Your recomme~~dat~on? 

3 MS. ALLSTOT: Staff recommends that the 

4 Commission find this criteria - -  these criteria do not 

5 impact the CLECst ability to use Qwest's OSS. 

6 COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree. 

7 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: 1 agree, as w e l l .  

8 MS. ALLSTOT: The next one stands by 

9 itself; and it's one I classified as a troub1.e - -  

16 troubles that are not successfully repaired. KPMG 

11 found a not satisfied in criterion 18-7-1 which is the 

12 out-of-service and service-affecting wholesaie UNE-P 

13 resale and Centrex 21 troubles that may not require t h e  

14 dispatch of a technician are successfully repaired. 

15 And KPMG did specifically plant rroubXes 

16 in Qwestls system and then they looked at how Qwcst 

17 responded to those troub1.e~ to determine if lcl.iey did so 

18 appropriately and they found that that only occurred 

19 92 percent of the time; and they had used their 

2 0  professional judgment to establish a benchmark of 

21 95 percent. 

22 What Qwest did in response to this, 

23 rather than allow for a retest, was point back to the 

24 results for PID MR-7 which deals wirh repeat trouble 

25 reports to indicate that they have satisfactar~ly met 
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I the requirements of MR-7 and  that they believe that 

2 XPMG had erred when they set up this test and should 

3 have set it up more to cater to the PID MR-7 and not in 

4 the manner that KPMG had done that. 

5 But KPMG of course was the tester and 

6 that was their decision. And now de have to make a 

7 decision as to whether that is material or not,. 

8 Okay, one thing I would point out is that 

9 this Commission has already found this stuff important 

10 by including measures in the CPAP. And I think in this 

11 case, because it did not seem reasonable to send this 

12 back for retest, the Commission needs probably to laok 

13 at the 92 percent result from the actual test and take 

14 it - -  and also take into consideration the KW-7 

IS results, and that Qwest has met its YR-7 requirements 

16 f ox  several months now. 

37 And with that I guess I wou1.d open it up 

3 8  for questions. 

19 COMMISSIONER DYER: NO questiuns . 

2 0 MS. ALLSTOT: Staff recommends t h a t  the 

2 1  Commission find this criterion to not impact the CLECs' 

22 ability to use Qwest's OSS. 

2 3 COMMISSIONER DYER: 1 agree. 

2 4 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I believe that is 

2 5  right. 
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1 I"lS. ALLSTOT: Have I put you all C o  sic%p 

2 yet? 

3 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD : No, that tiapp1e:lcd 

4 earlier this week. 

5  COMMISSIONER DYER: Which p r e s e n t a t i ~ ~  i:l 

6 particular, Mr. Chairman? 

7 CHAIFUGW GIFFORD: They w e r e  a i l  

8 excellent. 

9 MS. ALLSTOT: The next category f like & 

10 lot: I categorize it as no events  to observe, and r h e y  

11 deal with five criteria. 

2 2 The first one found at page 69, rhe 

13 second at page 70, and then page 8 2 ,  page B J ,  and pagr 

1 4  8 5 .  The first one of  these is crit@rion S9.$-k-it, 

15 where ICPMG found an unable t o  determine ort DVIF - -  

16 whether DUF is corrected and returned rlzcdrcJLlng ta a 

defined schedule. 

The second one is an unable to detcrnti~ie 

an 19.6-1-19, where CLECsl ability to readily ubtatn 

status on DUF return requests - -  excuse me - -  ttla a r X C  

one deals with Criterion 22-1-10, whrch is an unab le  r o  

determine on def ined  processes for NDR ~mplemcntderonc 

that. are adhered to. 

Criterion 2 4 . 3 - 9  :here was art wnaklt  t.:> 

25 determine on customer calls or r e t u r n  per 
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1 docurnented/stated i n t e r v a l s .  &?d the lasf nne, t h e r ~  

2 i s  a n  unable t o  determine on 2-1 .10-3 -4  ~zhl~1:  L I E  

3 t r a i n i n g  of r ep re sen ta t i ? f e s  a s  def~ned daccnantezk a n 3  

4 fol lowed.  

5 Now, s p e c i f i c a l l y  with t h e  DUP, what KGY? 

6 found i s  t h a t  CLECs were nor u s i n g  thzs pr2cess ak s i t  

7 and so t h e r e  w a s  nothing t o  n b ~ c r - ~ ~ c .  irrzd : stc3r.Ib 

8 gimilarly note thak CLFGx did n e t  f i l e  ssmr;;c.ixts .LX, .,;riVi 

9 one of these ;  so I would essentially strm UP Elik%@. t!r,;ldt 

10 that these are probably of lesser in;pz>rta;lch &O tkc% Ccr 

11 they would haire been i n  here ta lkix~g to u u .  

12 B u t  5 believe that: an a l l  of &1'41es~ 

13 e s s e n t i a l l y  KPMG's bottom line is  hat t h e r e  vbS 2uSt  

1 4  nothing t o  o b s e r ~ e  i n  these arras snb elter&Fcztc ~kbey 

15 were unable t o  determine whether or ;bat @+';?st WBG ~ . t l ~ i ~ r $  

16 okay. 

17 And w i t h  t i t a t  3 '11 open I t  irp tor  

1 8  ques t ions .  

19 COMMISSIONER WCER : ETD ciucr'tr I oaa . 

2 0 C I - K I R W  GIFFQRD : tic:, $r,tcs",~'ias 

2 1 MS. 24'iLSTOT: And btl aI: af *,kra%:;a* s:ai*t 

2 2  recommends t h a t  the Cornml ssior, f had kl:-,er; zi? ti+: ::ap&c: 

23 a CLEC's a b i l i t y  t o  use Qgest's 

21 CUfmISSIQNER DYER: 1 agsca 

2 5 C K l i l W S  GXFFORD: f ayree, as tre i : 



Exhibit LN-OSS-56 

$7 

1 MS. .ALI,STOT: Okay, i 1;av.s c-,x:e ?ITYE sei; 

2 in this group and then we have wick rr,':::e tc dn 

3 The last group 3 t:tlcr;i S2lk pfociiiGYS~n 

4 issues. And t h e y  are found a t  page 71. psgc 7 4 ,  p a ~ t ~  

5 78 and page 80 of the matrix. 

6 The f i r s t  is 2 C . 7 - 1 - 3 ,  which idnu afx 

7 unable to determine on cycle balanc~nq I;~:-G:E~~~LZRS FPSF: 

8 to identify and resolve 2ut  of baianre c$ndr~J,:>zs 

9 The second is 2 a . ? - I - % h  unabte t.0 

10 determine on, the pxoccss inc ludes  r ~ a s a ~ ~ a k 3 e  ab,i;ty 

11 checks to identify errors dot ~ u s c e p t i h i e  to 

12 predetermined balancing procedures . 
13 The t h i r d  one i d  20.& ; - S ,  w3;;;f;: r~ a:: 

14 unable to determine on, prcucr:ge Z r i ; r c : i ~ i : i ~ ~ ~  ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ k ~ % ~ ~ t e : ;  : 3 

15 it ensure that payments adjti;oenre:ir,s a r e  z%pf';ia5 

16 And t h e  Imsz arie : s ar0 n:n>.a-bke %.;. 

17 det5minc on 20.7 -1-9, the ptrbcess dh2;'db~h $l$'3,*!5-liiir;(n& 

18 to ensure that bz 13 recent ian tcqrki. rti.rnohi4 &:-e 

IY operationally satisfied. 

2 0 Now, a couple ~f tk\r*&r li':P?--; :'*?I 51. :- :- 1 : '  

2 1  that the reason rha: they E6:~rld a:; s,;;:&b:? *,;: ih-:ra,-sLb*3- r Y I, 

2 2  was because t f l e y  dea3 wtth automated t+ys:lt..cwa ;r%$ t r : r y  

2 3  have no way of truly pok~ng thraur,t:; t h s ~ c  riti:.:tT,~T.cct. 

24 systems to f iguse out. i t  they  nc: ::kt: t r - i t  C :  ! ' 1 3  

2 5 And speci . f ica i ly  2 6 , * 2  2 - 4  s g ~ b : ~ :  %p3 $3-3 a't 
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1 timing issue in that there was no way t o  faliaw W t  

2 time-line wise the end point of that. The res;, of rhe 

3 process loolced okay. 

4 That seems to me - -  oh, my most faiyar.ltc 

5 i s  the deal with the bill retention requirement of a r x  

6 years. And thank God this test has riot gone 012 f o r  S L X  

7 years. So that one has been met. 

8 MS. JENNINGS-FADER: Or the 20+year 

9 period, right? 

1 0  M S .  ALLSTOT: SO with that I wot1136 Gpen 

11 it up to quest ions.  

12 COMMISSIONER DYER: ~bsobutely 

13 questions. 

14 CHAIRVLAN GIFFORD: N o  questri on5 

15 MS. ALLSTOT: I have t h e  same 

recommendation on these in that the Cornisstan fxud 

that these criteria do not impact a CLCC's ability to 

use Qwest's OSS. 

COMMISSIONER DYER: Z +?tgr=e. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I would ao find. 

MS. ALLSTOT: Okay. What X would t l k e  to 

deal  with next are  'the diagnostic P I 3 s .  hnrh, Chic ukf'l, 

go much faster. There were 26 of then; but W@ ailre Ttot 

24 going to talk about all 26. 

2 5 The ones that f believe that, the CL,Et:s 
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1 pointed us to that carry more  wczgirr  dsai .i::.:i Yes"_-> 

2 Test 13 dealt with order ~IQx-throcgh --.-aiua:lsn, a& I 

. . 
3 believe there was only one cr~terion t h a t  zhe). actl.;3r 

4 had a finding on; the r e s t  .*-ere 6 ; c ~ g ; ; z s :  :it 

5 t h e y  a l l  tied back to the PO-2-A and 2 2 - 2 - 3  FY> 

6 measures. iniiialiy wher, the teS: %bas t;::zr::~~k?. 2: - f  ;i 

7 and PO-2-3 d id  r,zt have b e n c h ~ a r k s  set &T.TS;~& t t i ~ T ,  or:$ 

8 so KPMG d i d  what it a g e e d  to do ar,$ ;r t reatC2 t 5 W  % s  

9 diagnostic the enelxe way t h r s u g h ,  

10 Colorado, in ~ t s  CPAP grc?.ccrd~aig. d;d put, 

11 benchmarks around these; d i d  Inzlude the3 xn kkc CP&F 

12 and put benchmarks aruunci ",em. Wid rhnt vwar T ~ F  PIX-SS 

13 tlme thatl benchmarks were  associated x : t h  ;̂bi~ct,. 

14 Subsequent to chat ,  the TAG iCstn,'if adt3s-r" k.err;dl;~.~%rk$. 

15 And although these are still bi?Xng trasked. :i h$ixsvG, 

16 as diaanostic, I believe - -  my recsltectnsr: kr; !ax~kz$.lq 

17 at the actual performance xesulta is :.ha:. ~ S I J I ?  

l8 benchmarks - -  maybe they are E~ntd - .  sfx*@ os ta&sp * 

19 but what has happen& i s  I n  very rtKrXk2 nantks  @ m @ r ' s  

20 pcr fomance  ir. t h x s  area has c,Cran$eB bzd%a%hcal;; ,rag\ 

21 is meeting up with rhase benchmark&. A Z 9  wl-,t;r f he?' 

22 are important - -  well, let me bark up The:. a c ~  

23  important. We fiatre deait w i t h  ehl'r: $:* ~rc? , :~ . t c i i= , ?~  h l ; ~ a f  

24 in the CPAP, which 'napefully t;l; l ecknu'ctc:i-ty.* 141a 

25 parties' concerns chat t h e  stiif L w:ibn't &pPZ;Zi'*%:ky 



1 have a finding within the resc  itsekf, 

2 I would open c~2 f ~ r  sGesr;i>as. 

3 CHiiIRE"i.%lS G3FFSPD : 3rarSt  noris 

4 COM?vi f SS TOiJER Di'ER . EF: 

5 MS. ALLSTOT: Qn tka: ; W:JU :,4, :-Cc3t%7sil.t 

6 that the Commissron essenci~llg - 6 c&n rn&;~k,  ol: ,% 

7 recommendation of this - - accept z : 1 ~  :fiag:;i*s~;:: 

8 measures for what they are :x rhe test. 

9 COMMISSIO?ZER DP*ER. ! -dsc!d agd8id 

10 CKiiIRPiAN G I F F Q R D :  Z rhtnk ~ h a t ' e  p s o t t y  

11 much all we can do, glvea: I thnrik WE i t  T 0h:$'i:1A 

12 pretty hard for answers as tc w h a t  2Le at2)+tL*-txxfi4p eG 5.3 

13 and we probably did get s1;iilor gaad i~f , f i~"n&:i98:  bka: 

14 tnere is probably a reason tilbsrr eil.5-2 up ?'hill-.; 

15 diagnostic and we faund tt'le"iac",, 

16 !4S. AL"&T€JT: The :",exrr: kh;;%il. : wd~a22 

1.7 to deal with was there 2s a por:'i~:i 22 a"sT4'T sl : in~mPriE% 

18 One of the things chis Csunm~sssSciii did MY*& E@t#lec;t id ;  :;:- 

19 zsk parties if they believed fkaCr were & n y  %rnt%:3t?l +?% 

20 the test that Here satj.$fxed t h a :  N Z C ~ ?  - - r!iAxz3$ar 

21 satisfied5 were not warranted; &$I& : kx?;a+.-r? :!ir*r, 

22 somewhat the conclusion t h a t  kT&f h a s  a f f e r e d  an tts 

2 3  comments on t h e  final repart, ~ r ,  rc~~:;jrrr$f~ ts b; t i  r;\:t. A "  

& ' 24  indicates that KPMC Concult ing' a .\':+~k !;;a:. ;sn 3 t  .ad% 

25 returns production and d i r t r ~ b u :  ;Qz p~O!:cSc fai:o3 t . 2  
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1 identify serious and critical deficiencies in &west's 

2 DUF processes. And this deals with a hancf,ft:l cf <he 

3 19.6 test measures. 

4 And it seems like kT&Tts CY~:XCISE 2s 

5 that while chis was tested untli it passed, t t ~ a ?  ~ Z z i l  

6 wasn't enough because there was sr13? some t i x r ~ g s  : k ~ t  

7 were left wanting; and that it would teconiinentk z h a t  

8 additional testing be done to ensure that w e s t  ~ ~ 2 %  ic 

9 fact can consistently do all of these. 

10 With that 1 would open it up fa ' r  

11 questions. 

12 COMMISSIONEE DYER: 1Ja questiane. 

13 CXAIWIAN GIFFORW : ATu cysestions . 

14 MS. ALLSTOT: My recomiizenda~ioo, i s  thae 

15 the Commission not require any fuxthsr  xctertimg oh 

16 those matters. 

17 COMKISSSONER DYER: f agree. 

18 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: x agree. ao well, 

19 MS. ALLSTOT: Okay. 

2 0 The next  item on my p i l e  rs w h a t  2 calf 

21 CLEC participation, which deals with t h e  secret 

22 agreements. And as you recalf in the last  workshap 

23 there was an exhibit and then an updated exhibit 

2 4  that - -  in which liPMG disclased whrch t c s t P  i n c l u A c ~ i  

25 activity f o r  C L X s  t h a r  had been zdcnz i f icd  nc hav ing  
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1 secret agreements. And KPMG only did that as a 

2 disclosure they make no inference as to what that might 

3 mean as to the test results; they just plain pro\-ided 

4 that information. They did that on their own, knd 

5 they did it because the matter was getting a lor of 

6 press and they felt that before the test was over and 

7 before the follow-out proceedings were o v e z  t h a t  

8 parties would raise this as an i s s u e .  

9 What we heard in the last few days was 

10 that - -  I believe what we heard was that CLEC's believe 

11 that we should step back now, take some t i m e ,  not make 

12 a recommendation with regards to Qwestls 271; and 

13 gather up CLEC data and try and make a deternrinatibrr if 

14 there was any effect an the results of the OSS test. 

15 And I would have to say with regards to 

16 that is that, one, it would be a huge e f f ~ r t  and 1 

17 don't know that we could even begin to project  what the 

18 time frame would be around it. But the one thing th&b 

19 I do not believe warrants going dokn that path at l e a s t  

20 at this point is that CLECs were advocating -r;tiat 

21 because they claimed they only have access to k h e ~ r  own 

22 results; they don't know what other CLEC rcs t~ l tn  Saok 

23 like to Icnow, if they are golnq treated the same or' 

24 differently . 

2 5 But what a CLEC does know fo r  i6cci.k z i  



it takes the time to do it i s  how i t s  wrii results 

compare to the CLEC aggregate and the CLEC aggregate 

are public information. itlrd would Fi&*v*e expcc%e2 i.5 

they thought this truly truly warzantcd ad&-~Pir:=;;%i 

time, they  would have qane through Chat ex~rC31sc z h -  t h r  

extent that they could have pointed s$qeth;np s$t :3 

the Commission thaE would h&%*e estabi isbet! ?'kg: T '.;h&t 

they are seeing truly in fack  suggctrts t l ra r :  E ! ~ C T E L  i s  

different treatment happening: en& that r h & t  pak,e:;tiot 

would have impacted the ROC OS5 test re?su!tkL 

11 So wi k h  t h a t  T =auld open a t  u;ii ks 

12 discussion, 

13 CCi~.",I.SSIQZ.t'"s$?. D$i.ST"; : t1&t dxr+;;-aasg I, i>?* T 3 i  V;.E- 

14 That makes sensew 

15 C W i S P ~  GXF~ OX0 i 3k>, ? Y 9 ~ 2 %  $ s i > ~  ih 

16 analysis seerns right: on. 

17 Y3u-c recam%cadaC :on? 

18 MS. &&STBT: ky reC6@'irt&fidhtrkd1fi i s  Ghat 

19 for purposes of ;he R&G OSS t e d i  k",hrr LA% $ ~ ~ ~ # f t ; z R r  L Y 7 l t  

i i 

2 0  not require anything aiang these e ifib?fL w:BE ir$&kbbi3 ;.LY 

21 trying to determine the impact ii a n y ,  

2 2 CIOMPSXSBXQNER RYEXt  T agr&c?. 

2 3 CW..XRE"Ji,r"F G3FFGR3: ? @ a & ,  f d u s i r X R d P a ~  

24 the case was suf f  i c i e n t j y  r*>cfe ",B:%: t k a  s ~ s s c ~ i  \ed, y.+el 

25  h o w ,  anfiled agzeententlr; C D ~ T ~ : ~ ? . Z E ~  C . R d  $a&: * & X &  
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1 think your a n a l y s i s  af the incenr.iuc$ r6 C.;l;lre "Wsrd 

2 if there were gsea"cdlsparrtle~ I n  ista 1s z-:pZ? I ~ ? ? J ,  

3 Ms. Allstot . And the impact an tRa L ~ Z C ~ E ' Z  tj" -.f 23"i;r 

4 test I think was negiigi211e r f  ally. 

5 MS. ALLSTOT: The next xhrriq e:~ "':- k - c 5  ' L~~~ -,-" 

5 is data recanciPiatkon. Xs yo2 .;e@alZ, xa:; $ks:&: 

7 last - -  I don't L,nsw, prohahlj' W+S ids? f & i I  s~ac:~;c.e, 

8 we s t a r t  down the path of data sc2Ci:lc41r~%;eih @Ed a: 

9 that point in tine j. t h ~ n k  we aTB be!iak-eb r;llxa"cre W S i E  

1 0  looking a t  4 5  to  6s days of e f f ~ t r t .  Vhrst Eild frsppen t s  

11 chat  L ibe r ty  fsnecr8 up perfsmi;bgi 'the daEc; 

12 reconciliation and thcy issurd sepa:*~Pf ?*pyr;v Foe 

1 3  Arizona, CoIoradt4, tzcbfaska,  V w ~ k ~ r i , s g ~ ~ & ,  Qragrz-3, 

14 Minnesota and Utah -- I ehirtii, t % t a % 2 ' i z  f h f ?  $G$ 2 5 @ Z  p i i ?  

15  them. And they dtd thifr: aiser, if ISI~~L E %'.;$I I sPC:zrk 

16 seven months - - s i x  or iisven rV&tn%j.ra. 

17 We did hoid proca&Gkrags k v r e  td C ' , i o ~ n b ~ :  

18 on February 5 t h ,  and wc had %Tiokh?r di%y or p~seW%%,fi<F 

19 on Februar:- ;.;:he and t h e n  sac tc;ra~ch$O Bn i t  - % ~ ~ k t k :  

20  yesterda;;, kr,d r ' , 3 r , ' C  haare et "uc"tit~if? 13%. a & , .  7 

21 think f of trtp pjiir: k c s  ;-~,r;c;t i ~ n a  &;c :srrd*_r$~~ >::#l -d,' ?+ 

22 regards  to where  -dtr 5&3r an ',l:c rX,:~",t YCC;?nZ;; :%:, iZ i '  

2 2  ef fo r t s ;  but -#i;jt: f wr!l po;nt* 1'2% V: 55 ;."-s:Yi " 2 

24 r e p o r t ,  it cur;cludes t tmr t r at l  r5;r-s rhla? '~"jd-$F, 9: 

25 performance reportling aeruratt>,ly arlzl r e l  ltr7Bl g TFC 3rt  % 



,, ,, :L 1. 

I Qwest Is actual perfo,mancc. &r:d s k a f f  agree$ a z t h  

2 Liberty's conclusion. Lxd we a re  s~ea?rv?r,-jiiiig s't: 7;;s 

3 point in time that the C O ~ T ; I ~ S S ; O T ~  cskit r,a ac'tzan Q? 

4 this 

5 COMMISSICNER DYER: Y agree 

6 C m I R W  G': Ff : 'fe:'th. ' 6 ~  $323 SFC:.:;~ 

7 p l e n t y  of time on da t a  reconeit :at iorr ,  ZIuC. T t k ~ a k  L 2  

8 the end we hired Libere>* to p c r f n r ~  h h a t  at~r j l i t  %3r ' 1 3  

9 and we didni t get any evidrach r h a t  *&ulti ",daad 

10 to believe in the conclusions c$ t'i;at; B u c ~ ~ E I  

11 There was s lai: of & L @ C ~ S S J ~ &  iiY a ~5\api@. 

12 of workshops, particuiarXy che f i r s t  daes  

13 reconciliation workshop, ~ b ~ u k .  p 3 E ~ n h t ~ ? i  $;lt~kl:lkk?mtz "S?T 

14 i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s ;  but  nak 6r;svl 'Ht:Est we c-i7Gtb G s  %;th 

15 that except kind of shrug an6 ;iqitrF. end a i $  i:r~&yl,?;l c%b 

16 the independent evalriatirvn 0 5  LLU,:~:.",~ &a tbie PSc"r. 

17 auditor. 

1 e 

19 

2 0 

2 1 

27, 

2 3 

2 4 

2 5 
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1 MS. XSTDTT:  The nexk t l rzng L wct:  hd 

2 like to point out, that during t h e  w a r k ~ h ~ p ,  >sr%:r9 

3 were asked and given an app~rtt~nl",y ta 1:a3r,e-:t?.e ;:' 

4 they believed anything was missrag f ron  :he Les t ,  

5 no party stated anything ta this Co:~ir;i-~ao;r?~ I t :~at  the:-" 

6 bel ieved w a s  missing on the tes r  3:seIf 

'7 C H A I R W $  GLFFBRIS. Prasa'uf y BUS: mts 

8 thar. 

9 MS. &&LSTOT: i t h i n k  g x t t h  ~ . h d i s ,  d 

10 t h i n k  I 've covered everything and 1 %  ready to aske -2s 

I1 overall recommendation. 

12 CHAIRMAH CIFFORIE; Please., 643 

13 forward. 

1 4 ?45. ALLSTOT: What i W W I : ~  &a'f  tC "hat 

15 through t h e  ROC OSS t e s t ,  Bwevt has B$4'iiahsdrb~~d t! 'kBC 

1 6  i t s  opera t ing  support sysrams aro  n p c r e t i s t a i t y  ready 

17 except for the potential f o r  huwn error, Tsakxi-i.3 tzG.4- 

18 consideration the Commission's carlrer d c ~ i % z @ %  

19 require development of Zi PTD PG-253 for. ;;?4itt:,i.;tj +@~*f i l~ i+% 

20 order accuracy, advisor$ staff. r@z$FPeY:dw thal: L:/pl 2,)" 

2 1  OSS test be found as cl;f~.rcianc: far  @2\r:cd;id' $ZI:P~:-.?H'S 

2 2 c9~I.FIsS.t;ol-tER WEP - : &gTrea, 

2 3 CMk3PY~?lr3 GIFFOED: 1 brc;,tPC Chi' 

24 whole of that recornmcnciatibn. i &PL:atk :ti&* %his 71*!15, 

25 as Commissioner R s w e  ir, Montana ha; a t a 3 d  ngazt? nbs't 
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1 again, among the most exaccrng and rlgoroua lr356 t r szx?  

2 ever done. I don it ti-rink anyone ;;: 921na if it*^.^ t i 4 k S  

3 expected that i t  would be a cu8;-42eLe psi%$ 2:; F3.25!+, 

4 every 271 application hut ozre hati ~nrestkivzzdi ?s  arid BE; 

5 at the end of the tes t ,  and I r'r,i;14: a f t ~ z  DSJM 

G examination this week thrciuglz ti le v~i-$sf:;ei$s e3.% 

7 through comments befare that, that a qenr;'aiI fzx5kn.! 

,yi- & l S a - ; .  8 t h a t  none of the apen obscrvat ton a:& eXf-+'" *-- 

9 fatal to a 271 application prapcr- U s t k  gktl: t l3:rd;kt+r?~ 

1 0  t h a t  we work cm PO-20 RID, get i t  Ln, 1 tB~ ' t i ,C  we caE 

11 g e t  these test results as indicdci%+a at Pte 

12 functionality of Qwest's OSS .Sj.Stl;B$. 

13 MS. QL'ItfiXJljk: AS6 2 ha7& ??~ ' -h~?$=x 

1 4  f u r t h e r .  

15 CmTF,&\U GI ?-"FORD r %$tYlt:~$ : Z :ti 0 2  

16 are know, we've got CMP l e f t ?  

17 Ffs. QUIKTAIjA it\: Yes ,  arb3 t:tn:n a 

18 wrap-up. 

19 C:Glip,J.',&N GTPFBE.9: I 'QW~:'L*% figlrft: r,x% 

2 0  soon take f xire ~ O A -  and go f ~ t ~ a r d ,  3s: ~ ~ 1 %  T ~ ; C > ~ ~ > Q ~ .  i' 

21 done by 12:3Q, one-ish' 

2 2 MS. QUIFIP;dIA: Xc f i 6n,")t~;i%.'-~ . 

2 3 (Recess t d k e f i .  

2 4 Cw*IP.f-IAti GIZF3S.D ip+~;':; rq?; : iW!  cx;zlj 

25 keep t h i s  g ~ i n g  t h r ~ u g t i  t h ~  Lunri; hr.,t;;. t ;npe tu l ty  el??: 



1 too far. 

2 Our next topic is Change Mxaagemcrtir 

3 which emerged kind of as a thorny topic. 

4 Ms. Quintana, i dunr  t know W ~ I D  knows 

5 any more about it than you, so . . . 
6 MS. QUINTm-A: Thank you. We + l 'i see 

7 How I'd like to proceed, i f  i t  pteasea 

8 the Commission, there are seven uxable LO dlettlt'fr,ifrc 

9 criteria within the can KPI9G OSS t e s t  on C?lian.lae 

10 Management and two not s a t i s f i e d  t h a t  r e l a t h  t o  

11 interface testing, what T would like ka dCI- 3s 90 

12 through each of those critericsn flrsC, gtq8tB a 

13 recommendation on each a€ those, an& then  csr23r 

14 around and discuss, as we have before, the PCr 

15 criteria far Change Management-, and my rrelrrr@macaisa*-sc>wc 

16 on each of those criteria. 

17 CHALRMAN GTFPoRD: Saunas gaudo 

18 M S .  QUINTANA: The firat test 

19 criterion that resulted in an u n a b l e  tu d e r c x ~ s i n c  

20 finding by KPMG is criterion 2 3 - 2 - 7 ,  azta thts rb:itrt~:: 

21 to exception 3110. 

2 2 3 should have prefaced rhy r;ta";hrcrant z; 

23 that KPMG changed its f lnd~nga f lorn Zhc $ i n & l  :cg:Wt 

24  to the final final reporr, separatr3 CMP into %ys tPm& 

25 and product and process. So tile C Z ~ & E Y ~ O K :  tilid: D.t:it:nR 



1 with 23-1 are related to the systems CMP and t h e  

2 criterion that begin with 23-2 are rel,ated to the 

3 product and process. I will address the sys4teKs sncs 

4 first. 

5 23-1-7 is a systems criterion. This 

G description reads, "Procedures and systems acre in 

7 place to track infornatlon such as descriprions of 

8 proposed changes, key notification dates, arid changed 

9 status." 

10 Again, this is on the systems side clf 

11 the house, so these notifications relate to releascs 

12 of various parties of the OSS systems, wherher thcy'ue 

13 IMA releases or SATE releases or those systems 

14 releases. 

15 KPMG found that they were not ahLc to 

16 validate the procedures and systems far tracking the 

17 release documentation requirements. This was p a ~ t i y  

18 a timing problem. They did state tt.iat7 Qweist pravidcd 

19 KPMG with documents describin2 Qdest's internal 

20 procedures that lndlvidual software releases used 

21 to comply with the CMP requirements. However, Qweat 

22 confirms that the Change Management staff did na t  

23 that time have a central mechanism tn track and cnsusc 

24 that documentation release inter.-vals fzr a l l  ispcnmincj 

25 software releases were followed. Although the 
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1 documentation provided sufficient evidence that 

2 tracking procedures exist, the information was not 

3 sufficient for KPMG consulting to determine that Qwest 

4 adheres to the documentation process. 

5 In response to exception 3110, the 

6 CLECs '  comments on this were that it is premature 

7 to accept Q w e s t ' s  CMP as compliant until such time as 

0 JGMG and Liberty through PID PO-16 have sufficiently 

9 observed actual present compliance. PO-16 is the PID 

10 that demonstrates timely release notifications. 

I I Qwest in its comments responds that it 

12 has an overall 98 percent compliance rate an its CMP 

13 obligations. More to the point, Qwest has adhered 

14 to a higher point of the OSS interface release 

15 documentation interval notification milestones it 

16 has reached thus far. Qwest's record of compliance 

17 coupled with its success in adhering to the very 

18 notification intervals that are the subject of this 

19 exception, 3 1 1 0 ,  demonstrated that Qwest's tracking 

2 0  and veriflcatlon procedures are adequate. 

2 1 In t h e  CPAP, we have ir;corporated 

2 2  pQ-16 that covers, as I stated, the timeliness o f  

23 ehe initial release notifications and also subsequent 

24  release notifications. The CPAP has 100 percent 

2 5  standard as opposed to the PID which has 92.5 percent 



1T)i 

1 standard as defined. But our CPAP sets it at 100  

2 percent with penalties associated at $200 per day f o r  

3 late initial release notifications and $50 per day for 

4 subsequent release notifications each day they're 

5 late. These go to the tier two special fund, 

6 Because of the high standard in 

7 the CPAP--you can't go any higher than 100 percent 

8 requirement--coupled with the fact that Qwest i s  

3 showing adherence to this standard in two of the last 

10 six months they have been at 100 percent, t w a  af the 

11 last six months there was no data, and rwa of ebe last 

12 six months they were below the standard. However, 

13 those two months that they were below the standard 

14 took place before the final documentation c r i  the 

15 release notification milestones was completed by 

16 the CMP. Since that time, the milestones axe mare 

17 clearly defined in the CMP documentarion. 

18 On this criterion, 3 would recommend 

19 that PO-16 just be used to hoQd Qwest accountahkc f n r  

20 these release notification dates, and i E  they're at 

21 a six-month review is evidence of poor perfos'ti~arruc in 

2 2  this area, then something could be done at c h a t  time. 

2 3 COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree,  

2 4 CHAIRMAN GIFFOPJ :  I agree as %t?ll. 

2 5 MS. QUINTANA: The next criterion far  
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1 systems is 23-1-8, and this corresponds to exception 

2 3111. 

3 This ctiterion is defined as crieeria 

4 are defined for the prioritization system and far 

5 severity coding. KPMG found this criterion was unable 

6 to determine. They stated that the second IlMA 10.0 

7 prioritization which took place at the beginning of 

8 this year included five Qwesr-originated PID PAP 

9 related change requests. Qwest classified these 

10 change requests as regulatory changes and bypassed 

11 the CLEC ranking vote. CLEC subsequently disputed 

12 this classification, objected to the preferential 

13 treatment of these CRs, and requested that Q W W t  

14 reallocate resources to implement other prioritized 

15 CRs. Qwest proceeded to schedule the implemeatati~n 

16 of four of these CRs i,n the IMA 10.0 rcleaoe CCEC 

17 objections. 

1 a As you recall, this is the impasse 

19 issue that was brought before this Commissinn to 

20 decrde whether rhe PID PAP changes shou2d be 

21 classified as regulatory changes which would have 

22 had the result of placing them above the lines, so co 

23 speak, and not be prioritized with the other change 

24 requests. This Commission found that they  sltauld r t6 t  

25 be classified as regulatory C R s  and that any cbsngc 



1 0 3  

1 requests associated with a PID or a PAP should be 

2 prioritized along with all of the other chang~e  

3 requests. 

4 This decision was not made by  this 

5 Commission until March 13th, which was after the 

6 prioritization occurred for Release 10.0. 1.m that 

7 decision aiso, as you recall, 11.0 had already been 

8 prioritized as well, and the Commission mzde the 

9 determination that the two regulatory - -  the t w o  

10 PID PAP changes in 11.0 that had been treated as 

11 regulatory in that one as well should rema in  as 

12 regulatory changes just for the purpose of that 

13 release and that from 12.0 onward they should not 

14 be regularory changes. So it was this Commission's 

15 determination that those two changes did not: need to 

16 be reranked by  a special vote. 

17 KPMG's finding is based on the 

18 fact that that prioritization process was changed 

19 by this Commission's decision on the impasse i s s ~ e  

20 and that they had not been able to observe a full 

21 prioritization without - -  excuse me, with t h e  ne% 

2 2  determination in place. 

23 My opinion on this is that the change 

24 that came as a result of the decision on the impasse 

25 issue did not truly affect t h e  prioritization process 
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3 ss a whole. I think it was a very important decision 

2 to make, but it did not change, for instance, the way 

3 the balloting is done, the way tne CLECs actual.1~ 

4 rank the - -  CLECs and Qwest actually rank the change 

5 requests. None of the meat of the process was changed 

6 hy this Corhmissionts decision, therefore I find thar 

'J this Commission can overlook, if you will, KPMGts 

U finding of unable to determine on this issue because 

Y I think that there's enough evidence that Qwest has 

10 adhered to the prioritization process with 10.O and 

11 1 1 " O .  

3 2 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD : Commissioner Dyer? 

13 COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree. 

14 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I think that's 

f S  right and T agree. 

3.6 MS. QUINTACJA: The next systems 

17 criterion is 23-1-9. This, again, relates to 

I B  exception 3110. 

19 KPMG had a finding of unable to 

20 determine, Again, this relates to the adherence to 

21 the systems software release notification intervals 

2 2  and documentation release requirements. 

2 3 During the course of this part of 

24 the test, Qwest did improve a new process with its 

15 + wholesale help desk to ensure that all of the 



Exhibit LN-OSS-56 

105 

1 notifications include word attachments so they're much 

2 easier to read. This was one of the issues that came 

3 up through the redesign process. The CMF participants 

4 receive nlany, many, many CMP notificatiorls throughout 

5 the course of a month, and so a process was defined 

15 through the wholesale help desk and through the actual 

7 CMP notification Web site to make those much more 

B easier to read and also to find on the Web site 

9 itself if one were to go and look for ane. 

1 & This recommendation is very similar 

11 to the one from 23-1-7. 1 believe that our CPAP with 

17, PO-16 takes care of Qwest's timeliness on these 

33 release notifications. I am aware that PO-16 is 

14 currently being redefined, and as of Tuesday or 

15 yesterday, I forget which day, Qwest did make the 

15 representation that once that work is - -  very shortly 

27 that work will be taken to the long-term PID 

18 administration group for approval of that redefined 

19 PID. At that point in time Qwest also stated char 

20 it will bring the approved redefinition to this 

21 Commission for incorporation into both Exhibit B and 

22 into the CPAP. Until that time, I see no reason to 

23 make a change to our current PO-16 in the CPAP, 

2 4 COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree. 

2 5 CHAIRb1AN GIFFORD:  I think those 
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1 changes will take care of this issue as identified 

2 by KPMG, so I agree with your recommendation, 

3 Ms. Ouintana. 

4 MS. QUINTANA: That covers the Systems 

5 unable to determine criteria. 

6 I'd like to move on now to the product 

? and process issues. The first one is 23-2-2. This is 

R the description is the change management processes in 

9 place and documented. 

1,O KPMG found this unable to deteirmine 

11 because at the time of its testing there were areas 

12 such as the postponement of a CR and the exc,eptioa 

13  process that were not agreed to or defined by the 

14 redesign team. Since that time, the rede~ign ream 

15 has agreed to language for both of those processes. 

16 In fact, Qwest has given every indication that it is 

17 going to finalize the draft CMP at the final redesign 

18 meetings next week and take that document to the full 

29 CMP group at its mid-July meeting for final approval 

20 of the entire document. 

2 1 This does not mean that this document 

2 2  nil1 never be changed. There is a possibility that 

23 some future issue might come up that requires a change 

24 to the CNP document. However, the language in sec t ion  

25 12.2.6 now in the SGAT allows for changes to be made 
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1 to that exhibit without amendments necessary. While 

2 RPMG found this unable to determine, I believe that in 

3 t h e  past month a significant amount of work has been 

4 done to that document for this Commission to find that 

5 it is in fact in place and all of the core meted 

G processes are established and agreed to. 

7 COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree. 

ES CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I agree thst the 

9 current status shows that that criteria has been met. 

1 0 MS. QUINTANA: I'd like to take the 

I I  last three criteria together because I think they're 

12 very interrelated, those being 23.2.7, 23.2.6, and 

13 23.2.9. These relate to exception 3094, loosely. 

14 All of these, as I stated before, 

15 deal with product and process issues and they're very 

X 6  similar to the systems issues that we just talked 

17 about with release notifications. In product and 

18 process they're not called release notifications 

19 because they deal with methods and procedures, manual 

20 processes, things that aren't directly related to an 

21 QSS. 

2 2 In these unable to determine criteria, 

23 KPMG stated that it was unable to confirm that Qwest 

24 bas procedures and systems to track all of the 

25 proposed product and process changes. Although this 
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I mechanism provides for external reporting, being the 

2 Web site and what is called the customer notification 

3 letter archive, it does not serve as an internal 

4 tracking system for the proposed product and process 

5 changes. 

6 In addition, ICPMG had not, at tlne 

7 time of the ending of the OSS evaluation, reached the 

8 conclusion that Qwest had gun to categorize all of its 

9 product and process changes as had been just recently 

10 agreed to by the redesign team, that being the five 

11 levels of changes from level zero, which is a change 

12 that can simply be made and not even noticed such as 

1.3 typographical errors, things of that nature, all the 

14 way up to what's called a level four change that 

15 requires Qwest to send out a much longer notificatioh 

16 allowed for CLEC comment and is basically considered 

17 as substantial as a change request, which i s  a lot 

f a  more of a process. 

1 4  As you know, in the order on the 

SO remand l s s u e r  for the CPAP, this commission ordered 

2 1  Qwest to flle that product and process once decided 

22 upon by the redesign tearn so that it could be 

23 incorporated into the CPAP and penalties assigned ta 

24 it. Qwest has made that filing and that wiXl be ox? 

25 Lhe Commission's weekly meeting agenda for: next rrcek 



Exhiit LN-OSS-56 

109 

I with a staff proposal for the associated penalties, a: 

2 which time we expect that to be sent out for comment, 

3 hopefully rather brief ccmment cycle, to then be 

4 incorporated into the CPAP with the penalties. 

5 So I think for these three rernainxng 

6 undetermined criteria, that new penalty regime that 

7 will be set forth in the CPAP will hcld Qwest 

R accountable to these notification time lines 

9 associated with the product and process changes. 

10 COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree. 

1 4. CHAIPMAN G I F F O W :  I t h i n k  that , 's  

12 accurate and the best w e  can rnanage on this rh%cords 

13 MS. QUINTANA: Those are - -  that 1s 

14 the extent of the seven unable to determise Change 

15 Management criteria from test 23. 1 would h i k e  tc 

16 now move on to the t w o  not satisfied crireri,e from 

17 test 24.6 which was for the irtterf ace test;tncg. 

18 The first one is 24.6-1~8. This is 

19 described as a functional test environment i s  mSdc 

20 available to customers for all supported interfaces. 

21 Corresponding to this are two exceptions, cxceprlnn 

22 3077 and exception 309D5. 

2 3 KPMG found that a functional cesr  

24 is not in fact made available to customers f a x  all 

25 supported interfaces. ICPMG outlines in i t s  Zbnal  
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I final report that there were deficiencies in the 

2 interop testing environment; it issued exception 

3 3029 on those deficiencies. At that time Qwest told 

4 KPMG in the response that it was nat going to be doing 

5 any further enhancements to its int-erop testinc; 

6 environment; rather, it would be developing the 

7 standalone test environment or SATE. In August Qwesr 

B did actually release the first version of the SATE 

9 testing environment. 

10 ICPMG Consulting reviewed the SATE 

14 documentation and identified that the SATE transaction 

12 responses are manually generated and that environment 

13 does not support flow through transactions. As a 

24 result, KPMG issued exception 3077. 

2 5 In its response, Qwest reqiesred thac 

16 KPMG close exception 3037 without wairing for the SATE 

17 enhancements to be implemented and subsequent retest 

18 verification activities to be completed. Thlerefare, 

39 KPMG closed 3077 as unresolved. 

2 Q In a related exception, KPMG 

21 Consulting identified problems relating to adding 

22 functionality to the SATE. This exception was 3 0 9 5 .  

23 The issues raised in this exception included the 

24 process for adding new IMA products for rcsting as 

25 well as adding existing products not currently 
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1 supported in SATE. 

2 Again, in its response, Qwest 

3 requested that KPMG close this exception without 

4 waiting for the SATE enhancements to be implemented 

5 and therefore it was closed unresolved. 

6 We have heard quite a bit of tesltirnony 

7 and cornments on this criteria. AT&T in its affidavit 

8 of Tim Connelly states that the SATE is significantly 

9 deficient when it is compared to the test environment 

10 that Verizon developed to gain 271 approval. That 

11 Qwest implemented and enhancement to SATE because of 

12 its limitations regarding mirroring of post-arlder 

13 production transactions such as F O C s ,  order 

14 rejections, and order completions. The V I C K I  was 

15 implemented around the end of January of  2002, buc 

16 according to ATLT, VICKI still fails in key areas. 

17 Another failure of SATE, according to 

iE? AT&T, is that Qwest does not freeze above the test and 

19 the implementation versions such that changes cannast 

2 0  be made to one without making changes to the other. 

2 1  Therefore, the test releases may differ from the 

22 release Qwest implements. AT&T states that Skl'"c3 

23 a work in progress but definitely not ready to pass 

24 the FCC's criteria. 

2 5 I n  its response, Qwest states that 
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1 extent yesterday from Ms. Notariannf and her exhibits 

2 that had been artached to her CHP cornr??n;ltn as .ile:i A S  

3 their comments on Che ROC OSS t e s r ,  1 helleve t h a t  the 

4 record demonstrates which CLECs have used SATE, wh;sh 

5 CLECs have used tne interop testicg envlaOnmCnE, an:! 

6 fur which releases, so I don't beliege we need t-: qn 

7 into that now. 

8 Ny reccimmendarion on t h i s ,  I PIP,III& t3 

9 agree with kPMG's findings. I think that ?he b305sL-  

10 through capabilities that were imptemnte;2Ljl in 'fiG.b-K&g', 

I1 the addition of the V I C K I  enftaneement to SAT2 have  

12 made what was before a rather poor tesri*g en-2;inn%erit 

13 into a ~ u c h  more usable and CtEC-friendly testing 

14 environment. However, 1 believe that @&eat sh~.;ru1d 

15 held accountable for these enh;mcx;imerrr.,P; tc cnnt;inu@ t . : ~  

16 work or to continue to need to be artfid-rzccd Et;rther, 

1 '7 

18 

19 

2 0 

2 1 

2 2 

2 3 

2 4 

2 5 
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1 MS. QUINTANA: Fad therefore trhac I have 

2 concluded is that the existing PO-19 P I D ,  which l a  n c t  

3 currently part of the CPAP, be included in the CPki?. 

4 That is the PO-19 is currently in Exhibit B for QdcSt'S 

5 SGAT, along with the other PIDs, but as I stated is not; 

6 currently incorporated into the CPAP. 

7 What I would recommend is tha; the 

8 current definition of PO-19, as contained i n  Exhibrt 8 ,  

9 be put into the CPAP and an associated $50,000 penalty 

TO as a Tier I1 special fund payment be placed on thls 

11 standard until that 95 percent standard is adequate at. 

12 this time. Out of the last six months, Qwest has mct 

13 that standard four of those six months, And the ather 

14 two months they were just slightly below the 9!5 peXZEnZ 

15 standard. So hopefully this $50,000 payment wP31 nr;trcr- 

16 have to be made. 

1'7 (Discussion off the record between Pis. 

18 Quintana and M s .  Jennings-Fader.) 

19 MS. QUINliFWA: I am awarc alsc-, a f t e r  

2 0  listening to the discussions and testimony this week, 

21 that PO-19 is currently in a redefinition szage. :< 

2 %  believe it is being separated into PO-19A and PO-19B. 

23 PO-19B will actually go more cowards rha r ~ i r r n t r ~ n g  af 

24 the production environment tied t~ SATE. W e s t  did 

25 make the commitment that it would take t'nasc 
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1 definitions changes to the Long-Term PID kdministrati~n 

2 Group when it has its first meeting. Ifowever, I. r fon ' t  

3 know when that will be. B ~ e n  that Long-Term P I G  

4 Administration Group is still kind of out I n  space and 

5 nothing is pinned down, which i s  why I think that the 

6 PO-19, as defined already in Exhibit B ,  should be 

7 incorporated post-haste rather than walting fa r  that: 

8 redefined PID to be incorporated. 

9 However, at that time, when a l t he r  t h v  

10 Long-Term PID Administration Group agrees to a 

11 redefinition of PO-19A and B ,  or it i s  clear that they 

12 cannot reach agreement on that redefinition, O'..'e,r: 

13 should bring its proposal to this cornmission Par 

14 incorporation into the CPAP. 

15 At that point in time, i E rr+ t h ~ h u g b t  is 

16 correct on this, for instance, l f  PO-19B i s  

17 CLEC-specific, which I think they are inreadznu i c  ta 

18 be, that penalties could be adjusted at-. that $rbrrrt L!I 

19 tlme to be elcher a Tler ? . A  or Tier f-33 penat t5{  r3 be 

2 0  pa;. alrectly to t h e  azfected CLEC, ilr;d P:3-2.3iA, t i  1 %  

21 gets to a dlsaygregated Level per release, : ~ k c ' d l c e ,  

2 2  the $50,000 penalty could be d~saggregated ro cavkr 

23 each of those releases, racher rhar ,  perhaps 50.*30:; ';'$I" 

24  each. 

2 5 I believe you do have: itl fron-of ;+oa: - - 
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some of you have proposed language for  L n c a r p o r a t t a ~ ~  

into the CPAP the PO-19. Again, this SfG,oDQ t i ~ y a r e  

would be for a miss of 95 percent per tzontb, k c  be pas3 

to the special fund. 

C H A I I U W  GIFFORZ,: Is it your- olprn%,r.s, 

Ms. Quintana, that absent chis condition, we h a ~ e  *at ?I 

SATE problem. 

MS. QUINTANR: I believe t h a t  Qiwts? has  

made great strides in the past t w o  or three m4snths C6, 

as I said before, to improve flaw-thtnrtgh. Tile t;fCKl 

enhancement, I think, has gone a I.oxlg w&-f* t x - 4 9 ~  wihrllt Z 

can tell, from both Qwcst's i n f c l rma~ l sn  sad f-,fLim 

commercial information. However, I t h i n k  thalk there's 

a p o t e n t i a l  t ha t  muse changes might be narsellrhiary ;sg 

more CLECs use this environment and parefit i&lly f znB  

other prablerns with it, or' jrtst; have d ~ f f i ~ t k k l t y i ~ ~ ,  y!~.k 

lcnow, documentation issues, chat: k:ind af thl,r:g, w e  

don't know. And I think by placing PQ.19 i i r c o  ch~e 

CPAP, Qwest will have that added i n~enCP%~e  ea gcr IC 

right. 

CHAIRMAN GIF'SQRD: wela,  tat49 . ist 

tell you how I look a t  it, and t e f l  me i f  L ~ * E  

consistent wi th  your recommendation. R m  ;J EXlr6.d %ck't :  

talk about the five criteria soon. Buc. as ;k La 

probably painfully obvious, w e  have a pxLsbi~m wick an? 
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of the  c r i t e r i a ,  namely, t h e  c-=+:aeccc s k s  t t ; s  thlczq 

is ac tua l ly  w o r k i n g  i n  prttc:s;ce. Sc, ; t se.pn$ ti; r*. -*R 

have two options far khe Cshura5o c3?91:5si5? o ~ ,  Z:z:  

one. We can remain si3ent ar,d cs-3 ,-a haVtzfS ?n?z ~ r a ' : - -  

i n  practice. O r  tw3, zn esse~:i"e. wc ~ 4 %  :;... l t t : j ~  

recommendation tbat you have prnpsse::, *?i:?* i ~ ?  5 -  f:? 

pu t t ing  P O - 1 9  into t h e  CPkf;, 5n:S actd??i;;~t;r i; jpr-=eir>- 

in essence, try and bmts::rrlp e*;z  ree~r& ~ 2 3 ~  :h& ;FA: 

on a going-forlcard basis %if 11ZtrsEra:o sC*e ci!:~-if,i*%*:-~'~ 

t o  t ha t ,  I think it Is chzt E i f ~  ,* c--*" L , S L ~ ~  -- 2 ~ -  : Z ~ k i t ~ t  

remember which one orr the featJ but- t h ~  ~ ~ t R k i t . ; i ,  i z  

prac t ice  one. 

And so, "s % ~ M B  a: Q%T wsy : ; ,o i .~~e  +* 

t h i s  recammendat ian  . Bad Gr: r bar, gr~i;p-k-3, ; ~ , o : ,  :r i  sit+.; *. 

it. It's really rxyirig rci 31.;s6t;akr.rg r~ g~rskts:? g t % ~ k  *kiw 

might have in ouf rarsl-dfi nw*r. E?, rw;i m:tt wr&i&f$n: xei 

the FCC. I think, sf @&&a& h,ao ;;be &c;k' zcz~A,k&t3;'in 

rhac it didn ' r , Lhep t a n  tn 1 L u% : $3 ge$aw& @nfi?\$ s% t b; o 

one, B u t ,  i t  does s c e ~  to yau, at6ti.f : %b:a4 ? I r :  +da, 3 

$ d e l l ,  that-. i f  WE gat that 8;4:6: rf-i,'~.rr;;a,  it- u ~ - . - r n -  L I -  . 

done a lot: of %or&; $ 2 3  LTdP LQ e&;t* : *, :a!rs:ll rr;)  :*: -t afi 

we ' r e  a lot: f u r r h c r  beh~nci  t % ~ l t . ; b  *i'c k9J%r ~:?aab..F(-b $a%:* 

* * 2 . 4 * h : , , f  ~ 1 :  k2+zJ;i, 1 been. B u t ,  we srJ12  r ~ c  t n i %  %r,;$~. d ; * " *  " % - %  

the sysrems operate, hs$;:;;t!? 351,972 f v  w - T  ~$4;:: 

having an extenc.iS.?e arr,aur,r itif c r w  t i i  .;.s%n ~t ~ i i : r b  
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And so I think, on that grou%d, I w-uld, 

you know, at least condition aur p a % i c i v e  

recommendation to chat prong on r!?fa.  r t k t l ~xk  ~ 6 :  t32 

reloolc at it in six months, I t h i f ik .  *fau k~ .a~ .* i ,  up ax- 

down, in or out but,  I think wher. L - -  we? do ;ha&& LC, 

get something in there to, in essence. to trk- a& 

bootstrap this record. 

MS. QUfNT+VJA: Okay. "i'hank you-  Aiostg 

with that, Mr. Chairman, 1 would seroinmctid thikt. chis 

has risen ro the level of needing to he incor\pokatad 

prior to a positive recamendatitnn br, GWD. I tkink 

tha t  there's enough evidence i n  the recard z'nikk %&YE ;,t 

at question, and t h a t  your reszsam~ndatrbfi ah~4d i t2  b~ 

contingent on the PO-19 being p i a s ~ d  ~ G Z C  the .CPRP- 

CORPfISSX6NER Il":',F,R : Y r a A ,  i 8tjrr.ta 

C C H k I R P W  EXFFORD: YQ&h, ,Piis :Lk t@aP k y %  

I think, the clcrsest call OE "chis M&QI~: ~treco%#, c& 

everyone has been recagniziag of l aze ,  and 4tk o u g  

workshops, I think, showed us and tkkc c<>t%%cn&sl:, 

MS. QUINTm.%: Just p;D WE'  ie c I C E & :  , Ear 

the record, the rec~flmerrdation 3s tlxa: Lhu: POcI"J ,as: 

defined in Exhihie B, r h c  April 29th  vcrslen ef r h c  

SGAT, be incorporated immccila?,e.iy in:$ tRc CF5AV. i:r$nTl 

the, either the Long-Tern P'GD Admtn~~z~at;sn f:i-t~?fp 

agreeing to r h e  redefinitxon, c-r it being *a*erb;; c l s w t  
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that they are not going to agree, is ~ h x c ~ v a r  prczccs 

that you know, haw that, however that gcEs w ~ r k s 2  o u t ,  

Qwest should bring the redef - -  2:s prapssed 

redefinition to this co~tnisston prior to, rlf,y &:;is@ r7f 

six-month review. I don't believe :has E h a t  

redefinition should wait for a six-nonth rP*cic;r. r;r.~+.-;-- 

C-HAIRfGN GIFFOED: Righr .  

MS. Q U I N T M A :  Yeah. 

CHlifRYIAfJ GIFFORD: iirrd my ps;ntl  r e i i t i y  

was, this is kind of an on the f l y  hit of p&tc!tiln3 

we're trying to accomplish here, ta the c~t.eiic the FCC 

takes that fifth criteria ~;er i@,rs ly .  And t h a t ' s  wkf % 

13 would certainly leave open the daor ta r&exalmit:.ers 2nd 

14 recalibrating this, if need be, because  t h i s  ~ 9 n " t  

something that we're doing a f t e r  natzce a ~ d  tomaten: and 

deliberation. It's that t t r i s  reeasd he& is o B i g % k  

problem on that fifth criteria, am3 we are ptl&pea%lng $ ; I  

fix it this way. 

MS. QtJSmiUJ&: Th%nk yoiif, f 21.ssk wars,k r.i:i 

to be clear. 

CHAIRMAN GTFFCJRb: L"6Pflc5 LQI?.ic,r Pjh'i? i 

COMlilSS30HEi). [SYEP: Yeah, ; &fjzc*  

MS. QwINTMfh:  Tika trt82 e,'Z LP,,C:'iCb?l r 6  

24 24.6-29 that MEDIACC EB/TA issue, y A r s  2 c , ~ s i ~ a , - ~  ' 

25 Exception 3109. It's dencx-ibcci as carrter- tc~.c:sr :~;c:  
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1 testing environments are available and segregated fro?, 

2 Qwest production and development e n v i r ~ r l m e n t s ~  Nfi 41% 

3 heard a lot of testimony on this the past few days. 

4 KPMG found this criterion to be not satisfied. The=,- 

5 stated that Qwest carrier-to-carriez testing 

6 environment used by CLECs to develop their MEQXACC 

7 EB/TA interface is not segregated from %he MZDIACC 

8 EB/TA production environment. The MEDIACC poceion oE 

9 the test environment is run on a separate server ta 

10 which the CLEC must establish a secuxe conn%c:ihn tn 

11 conduct carrier-to-carrier testing. 

12 In addition, awest utilizes a separake 

13 server for the WFA to process design service test 

14 scenarios during end-to-end testing with r h ~  CLEC. The 

15 end-to-end testing phase is described in tho system 

16 test plan for an electronic banded trouble 

17 administration document. 

18 hrow, this is where tho nat*satiafieltl 

19 issue comes up for nondesign test e c e n ~ e i o ~ :  howsvcr. 

20 these are processed by the LMOS productian milin Br,3rn& 

21 Qwest uses a system flag to prevenr rest  ~cendrias ern* 

2 2  being dispatched during the nondeslgn scrv ica  t c s r i f i g  

23 phase. Nondesign circuit submitted chrough t h e  LNOS 

24 production system are monitored bp a QviESt aaargncd 

25 tester, so that test orders are not d i spa t ckeb ,  and 
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thus potentially impacting west's operatloris &nd 

customers. KPMG Consulting r a i  zed this is st^ ;h 

Exception 3109, which  describes the l ~ r n i t a t l i a n s  an{? 

potential impacts of testing n a n d e s ~ g n  service? :a tbl% 

LMOS production main frame durinr; end-;la-eat! tzest-,~.:?ii- 

KPMG Consulting ide i? t i  f ied thaa? Q~T~sF,  

documentation for the arcnitecaxre or" the EhbCT,l tcs? 

environment was inadequate. KF:,fG Zsnst: it :n<f 

investigated the commercial cxpcrisficrz of ~(:bm;laefci-ia; 

CLECs 'lo assess the impact of the p r ~ d ~ s = f ~ i o ; t  G O G ~ S ; I ~ T ; ~  

on their testing efforr. KPMG Coasn1ti .n~ fx~rkr t  t h a t  

due to the necessary manual Int%rventian 6% the  3 ~ 2 s ~  

tester, two nondesign sen-ice test ~ttotable irn,paz%,r? 

submitted by a CLEC passed thrawgh to zhs @ d e g e  

production scseeners + In t'nc r-e,spO:rsa, OdelBt, nk+'b$~t4 

KPMG 'chat, as flo immediate etlarkges wEr& pSau$r;c3 tor eki? 

maintenance and repa i r  rest: E R V ~  r~n;i:eplk, FtPli-TC S ~ T C ~ U  i pir 

close the Exception 31.09 as S R L . E ~ @ O ~ V & ~ ,  wir i tc 'n X":?bfC d;,: 

#west's zespsnsc to t R ~ s  ra kh,rC hhp :-',,": 

has never required EOCs provide Ct@T:a w a t h  'e,": 

electronic interf zce for ma int@t.iazlch and  rajpox L r 

activities for 271 approt'al , ' ?h~re f :>x~&,  t k ~ a  sarrwss& r c,ri 

need not consider chis exceptitcs~ far  a 273 ~ : i & k ~ ~ c i ?  ts:it;. 

Nevertheless, the iriterface, Lane5 an RESE; , w+i:: 

developed for IXE trouble tickets Lri 29%,  k:rx~i b:i*..clski 
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supporting CLECs in 199?. To date, four CLIECs have 

successfully built and tested to Qwest's EEl/Tfl 

interface. With the exception of this solo cri terJc? a . A , +  

KPMG found Qwest's EBiTA to be satisfactory. Qwesr 

goes onto state that, in KPMG's view, the Cest 

environment for all components of the tescing process 

should be physically s2parate from the production 

environment with access provided ta duplicaite t h , e  LPtQS 

production database used for nondesign services. 

In Qwest's experience, the fa~ct. t h a t  t h o  

EB/TA testing uses the LMOS production to a i p p l i ~ a z i a n s  

is not detrimental or limiting, rather i s  i3i,dvantageaus 

to the CLEC, because it performs the f u l l  functiona!icy 

of EB/TA to be tested. He heard f r o m  Ms. Bllo",at-iatlni 

yesterday that the two instances t h a t  KPMG r e l c ra  tu 

where the CLEC test transactions were actually fPo4cb 

through to the Qwest production Gcreenrcrs t~ilert? tire ably 

two that KPMG found tu occur, and a1th0ugti Ehay did g e t  

to the QwesE prcauctlon screenesc, they wore  not, in 

fact, dlspacch o r  truck rolis ta repair a tesr 

transaction w h l c h ,  of course wouldn" rake sense. 

So, M s .  Notarianni said that, based an 

this limited problem, if you can e v e n  call it a prrsblrtrn 

with the LMOS testing account, actually part of the 

production rather than a separate system, Qwest ndy 
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have the decision that it did not need to expand, in 

essence, a million plus dollars in her estimation to 

separate out this testing from the producti.cn 

environment. 

I agree with Ms. Notariannif3 

characterization of the EB/TA environment and rhe LMOS 

production. I don't believe that anything needs to be 

done with this criterion. The CLECs really did not 

address this in their written comments and really the 

only reason that they discussed it at the workshop was 

because of staff's questions to them. I agree with 

Qwest that there currently seems to be no problem with 

the LMOS use for testing, being the same LEICIS that is 

used for actual production. So, I would just recommefid 

that the commission do nothing about the MEDXACC EB/TA 

production environment. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFOflD: Cornmissi~n~er Dyer. 

COMMISSIONER DYER: Yep. 1 agree with 

that. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Sounds good to me. 

Squander a million. 

MS. QUINTANA: Turn to the FCC criteria 

on change management. You have seen these before. The 

commission approximately two months ago had t h e  CMP 

decision in front of it, and, at that point in clme, 



Exhibit LN-OSS-56 

124 

decided that more information was needed on the various 

criteria set up by the FCC. So, what I wc~uld like to 

do is just discuss these very briefly, one at a time, 

tie them back to the decisions that you a11 just made 

with the test criteria, and give you my recommendations 

cn the CMP plan as a whole. 

The first FCC criteria is that 

information relating to the Change Management Process 

is clearly organized and readily accessible to 

competing carriers. I believe that this is already 

been discussed this afternoon. Qwest has made - -  Qwest 

and CLECs, the redesign team, have made sj.gnificant 

progress in the past two or three months in finalizing 

the CMP document. It has been available on the Website 

for approximately three and a half, four months now, in 

one form or another. There have been additions that 

have been made to that such as the postponement 

language, the exception language, this recombining of 

the production support language, the changed rnanagcmcnt 

process, managing the Change Management Process itself, 

and things of that nature. I believe that, by the end 

of our meeting scheduled for next week, Qwest will be 

presenting the final CMP documented to the full CNP 

team for approval. 

Because we are so close to chat f i n a i  



1 approval by the CNP team, I f e e l  t h a t  thra conifins:;:;i=a 

2 can already make the deterrninati~n chat Qwlkf;:: dlti t r c  

3 fact have a document that is clearly c.rganfzcd and 

4 readily accessible. 

5 COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree.  

6 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: : agree ~4:th :i:&r 

7 criteria is met. 

8 MS. QUINTANA: The I I ~ X ~  FCC I C T ~ ~ C T ' L A  i s  

13 that competing carriers had substencia1 Ir'rlptic i n  ",he 

10 design and continued operation af t h e  Chaargiz Et&ila$efit:::r. 

11 Process. I can certainly attest to t h i s  rrr'e h t = e  hrlrt 

12 redesign meetings far 31most a year no;#, ICe b.i"gazr Ir; 

13 C u l y  of last y e a r .  irle have ner, twice a imylst,h for I ~ M U  

14 or three days at each meeting. T5are has lknnn g.*~rk~ 

15 good CLEC participation by a h a n d f u l  af CLI!XS, Thcy 

16 have attended virtually every meeting, i?  not la  

17 person, then on the phone. I d m %  & l i e ~ c ~  chat 

I& anyone, incZuding the  CZECs, I r i  t h c ~ ~  coinrl~rkntts 

19 questioned t h e l r  input both naw and the p ~ ~ h f ~ l b i h t 6 i 8 ;  o$" 

20 t h e ~ r  inpuc In t h e  future in the Cira:rge f.rsrirr~%gei!;r?r,t. Pi i tr t  

21 or process. 

2 2 So, 1 think that chis  zumnus%ian sh~uld 

23 make a finding that the  C!,zECS, i n  f ~ ~ ; l d k .  hsti).p? had w ~ i 4  

24 will continue to have s u b s t a n ~ r ~ x l  hnpttc icz b l r e  C%P 

2 5 COMMISSIOPIER D Y E R :  %e wrsulri hope. Sh&% 
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means yes. 

CHAIRMAN G I F F O N J :  And I aglcee that we 

can make that finding on this record. 

MS. QUINTANA: The next FCC criteria is 

that the Change Management Plan defines a procedure for 

the timely resolution of change management disputes. 

The CLECs, in their inicial comments, back in April, on 

CMP, had a bit of a problem with this, nat because the 

dispute resolution process or the escalation process 

are not defined in the CMP, but because the dispute 

resolution process has never been used by any one to 

date. 

I see that as actually a good thing. 3 

think that there are under 10, but somewhere right 

around 10 issues that have been taken to e!scabation. 

The majority of those have either been resolved or: are 

in the process of being resolved, and have not had to 

go that next level to be filed either with the 

commission or in an arbitrated proceeding as a dlspt : te .  

So, I don't think that Qwest should be punished *n an-: 

way because their dispute resolution process has 

actually not been used- And I would represent to you 

that it is a robust dispute resolution process, very 

similar to the dispute resolution pracess that i c  

actually contained in the SGAT itself. 
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1 And, so, I think that this commlssli?n 

2 should find that, although it has not been used. t h a c  

3 the Change Management Plan does define a procedure for 

4 the timely resolution of dispute. 

5 CHAIRMAIT GIFFOPD : Co~nrnissloner Dyer. 

6 COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree. 

7 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Yes. I agree that i t  

8 does. 

9 MS. QUINTANA: Okay. The f o~urrh FCC 

10 criteria, the availability of a stable resting 

11 environment that mirrors production. I beiieve we have 

1 2  addressed this issue already this aftexnoom with 

13 release of or with Criterion 24.6-1-8, T believe. Yo;r 

14 know what I mean. And that there's no f u r t h e r  

15 discussion necessary on this, with the cavchdt chat t h e  

16 chairman brought up. While I don" know t i lat  th is ;  

17 commission can make a black and white detelrmination 

18 that Qwest did have a stable test environment, I think 

19 that the recommendation from this commission should be 

2 0  more of, we have done what we can here. Perhaps; t he  

21 FCC can take a closer loak at an): inf~rmat~on chat. 

22 transpires between May and the time an application is  

23 ready for approval or denial at that level. But, 

24 perhaps just earmark this for the FCC and not h o l d  up 

25 Qwest's CMP approval on this issue. 
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COMMISSIONER DYER: Agree. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Now, I thyink the 

strides that you described that have been made towards 

getting this up to snuff have been notable and meet 

this criteria with a little help. 

MS. QUINTANA: Okay. The next FCC 

criterion is the efficacy of the documentation the ILEC 

makes available for the purpose of building an 

electronic Gateway. This is tied to Exception 3110 

that we addressed within systems criteria. KPMG closed 

that as inconclusive, but I believe that we have 

already addressed this. And, as I stared before, 

Qwest's CMP is much more robust in the area of 

documentation, what is required in the release 

documentation, the technical specificationss, the 

meetings that surround all of that information being 

given to the CLECs. And so, I believe that this 

cam~nission can find that the documentation for the 

building of an electronic Gateway and processes 

surrounding that documentation is in place and that's 

all. 

CHAIRMPN GIFFORD: Commissioner Dyer .  

COMMISSIONER DYER: It is. 

MS. QUINTWJA: It's there. 

CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I make such a Eindinq. 
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1 COlblMISSIONER DYER: I would make such a 

2 finding. 

3 C-IRMAN GIFFORD: And I would as well. 

4 MS. QUINTAFJA: Now, the last t w o  pares of 

5 the CMP and FCC criteria are not criteria specifically 

6 but are things that the FCC looks co when ic examines a 

7 Change Management Plan, the first of those twcr being 

8 the pattern of compliance. We have heard a lot on 

9 this, also, the last few days in relationship LO CF:P 

10 and as well the CLECs have put quite a bit of  

11 irlformation into the record from their comments. &ad 

12 Qwest has responded to those comments on the pattern o f  

13 compliance. What I think is, this Soils d a m  to, now, 

14 rhouglz, in questioning of the C L E C s ,  this past week, P 

15 believe that their concerns surrounding one issue 

16 remain, and that is prioritization. And I believe that 

17 we have already - -  you've already made a decision an 

18 the unable-to-determine criterion far the 

19 prioritization - -  the systems prioritization process. 

20 I would stand by that. 

2 1 I believe that Qwest has implemented the 

2 2  various parts of the CMP, when they have been decided 

21 or approved by the redesign team. The prioritization 

24 process specifically, I believe that Qwesr and C t E C s  

25 have gone through two prioritizations now and have 
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another one coming up in about a month. As I stated 

before, I believe that this commission's decision on 

che PIDs, PAP, CKs did not affect the prioritization 

process to the level that Qwest's adherence to the 

process would come into question. So, I would 

recommend that this commission find that Qwest has 

adhered to the Change Management Plan and there is that 

pactern of compliance. 

COMMISSIONER DYER: I agree. 

C K A I W  GIFFORD: And I agree as well. 

MS. QUINTAMA: And finally, the last one 

is adequate technical assistance to CLECs in using the 

XLECs USS. This has - -  this is a multi-faceted 

criteria. It goes from the Help Desk to the 

dacumentation, to the time lines, pretty much anything 

that falls under the Change Management Plan could be 

part of this test of teclmical assistance; and, 

therefore, because this cornnlission has found that all 

of the piece-parts of the Change Management Plan have 

met t h e  FCC criteria, T believe that this one falls 

into place right below that. And that the 

recommendation would be that Qwest has adequate 

technical assistance in place for use of the CLECs in 

using the ILECs OSS. 

COP4i4ISSIONER DYER: I agree. 



Z CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: I agree as well. 

MS. QUTNTANA: So, a final wrap-up, then, 

3 o$ CHI' K ~ t h  the exception of the addition - -  the 

$ F;z::r?zngrn: addit~on of PO-19 into the CPAP, the only 

"i tfi:,ng f u r t l ~ e r  t h a t  K would recommend in relation to CMP 

F i s  tha t  anstead of the version of the CMP document that 

; x h  B? t . a ~ h @ d  as Exhibit G to Qwest's April 29th SGAT, 

9 f i ? : h Z .  :he ttebiest, mast complete version that includes 

A Chs axcegtion process, the postponement language and 

13 t f :a ckatrgrss to the production support language, that 

2 ;  were  a13 agreed to, be used as the attachment that 

% La r"i~ofltrxa.tly ge ts  sent to the FCC. 

; 1 CQMMISSlONER DYER: Agree. 

51 14 CHATRMAM GIFFORD: That seems to be the 

1 bane product, so w e  migbt as well submit that. 

I, b MS. QUINTANA: And with that, and with 

9 gf1~323e 2wo cavea ts ,  P would recommend that the 

: i S  r:s:'lirnisnion find that Pwest did have a compliant CMP f a r  

: Y ::7 if pldfrpcme~ . 

CUMMZSSIONER DYER: I so move. 

* .  CKAXRMAN GIFFORD:  So find. Again, I 

, I _  - ~ h ; a k  kt;:$ was probably che closest call in the record. 

; i i'iir;. good work, cextai.nly by you, Ms. Quintana to 

. .P ~ l ; r - / > h ~ $ ~ d  chat to completion. 

*? -* MS. QUINTANA: Thank you, and now, with 
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3 chat, 1 think those are all of the discrete 

1 rpcstnn'\endations we have for you today, and I am going 

; t s i  turr ,  .it over far Ms. Jenriings-Fader for a final 

4 %4rz8p-%p, 

6; MS. JENNINGS-FADER: So, suffice it to 

6 swy. t h a t  it's always left to the attorneys to state 

'7 :Sre a b t * l ~ u r ~ .  So, therefore, 1 will fulfill my role of 

E % ~ r n ~ f n q  Che obvious. It is the recommendation of your 

9 adt8zeor,@ s t a f f  that the commission recommend to the FCC 

ZU apprc~t~a l  of a Qwest 271 application, provided that the 

1% canditions that the commission has voted on today, and 

lZ in p r i o r  commi.ssion decision meetings, be satisfied at 

% J  t h e  cl,rne that the application is filed with the Federal 

24  Communications Commission. 

3 5 If I may briefly recap the bases for this 

36 xLecornmendation are found in the following: The entire 

1 7  racurd that this commission has amassed over the last 

18 t w c ~  plus years of intense work with respect to the 

25' Zarkguage of the SGAT, the commission's Performance 

.?U Assurance Plan, the pricing docket, Docket No. 

::% 39A-577T,  the work the commission has done and in the 

22 ten bane workshops of which there were many, the work 

23  chat the hearing commissioner has done and commission 

2 4  itaa r-cviewed and I believe subsequently endorsed with 

2; respect to each of the workshops that were undertaken, 
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1 and the work the commission has done with respect to 

2 reviewing the interconnection agreements that have come 

3 before the this commission, and, in short, everything 

4 that the commission has looked at since, in essence, 

5 since the act went into effect in 1966 - -  '96. 

6 MS. QUINTANA: Seems like it's that long. 

CI 

8 

9 

1 0 

11 

12 

1 3  



Exhibit LN-OSS-56 

134 

'1 MS. JENNINGS-FADER: I believe that the 

2 standards the FCC has established are met, both showing 

3 presenu. opcnrless of the local communications - -  

4 tr:Xccornmunications market to competition and the fact 

5 tha: that open market is irreversibly open and that the 

6 Comnisslon has in place the - -  excuse me, I shouldn't 

'7 say, I - -  chat is so wrong. We believe that the 

8 record - -  that the local market is open; it's 

9 irreversibly open; the Commissi.on has in place 

10 pr'ocedurcs and processes which will assure future 

1 Gphnness of the market or in the event something 

X2 untoward should happen there are processes and 

13 pracedl~res in place to allow for identification and 

2.1 correction as necessary. 

15 So with that, that is the ultimate 

16 recommendation of your entire advisory staff. St is a 

17 uvanimous recommendation. 

X a CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Commissioner Dyer? 

19 COMMISSIONER DYER: Comments? 

2 0 CHAIRMAN GIFFORD: Well, I have a few 

? f  chings to say which is probably - -  I'll say them as 

12 quickly as I can. 

2 3 COMMISSIONER DYER: May I precede you? 

2 4 CHAIRMAN GIFFORB: Of course, that's 

2 5  always the, junior Commissioner's prerogative. 
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COMMISSIONER DYER: I have been a member 

af the: Colorado Public lJtilities Commission for a year 

and a month and what a ride it's been. Mainly it's an 

honor t o  be associated with professionals here under 

the able direction of Colonel Bruce Smith; thank you, 

Bruce. 

I would like to recognize the niany hours 

I spent with staff as you attempt to get me up the 

n e a r l y  verrical learning curve of things 

tallccammuniconic - -  is that a word, Jim? And also 

recognize the work - -  and you can see the sheer volume 

of paper that's been produced here; but also I think 

the thought process of staff, OCC, and the industry; a 

lac of beautiful minds out there that brings us to this 

day which % think is a win for the consumer. 

Finally I thank my two colleagues for 

L h e i r  patience and friendship and the thousands of 

votes we made. In the last 13 months, we have had two 

split decisions - -  two. 

And also my friend Chairman Ray Gifford 

and - -  who is going to now give us the valadictory 

addres~. But before we do, let me conclude by saying I 

agree. 

C H k I R W J  GIFFORD: Well, let me just say 

I hope it's the valadictory address. I have a feeling 
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X Ms. Tribby, Mr. Dixon, and Ms. Doberneck might have a 

2 differing opinion. 

3 But let me try and sum up what we 've - -  

4 we think we've accomplished: U S West filed is 

5 Colorado 271 application on November 30th, 1999; 926 

G days from filing to today. In the meantime, the Qwest 

7 Regional Oversight Committee convened a region-wide 

B collaborative operational support system test done by 

S KPMG, Hewlett-Packard, and Liberty Consulting. 

10 The Colorado Commission hosted a series 

11 of collaborative workshops to finalize a statement of 

12 generally available terms and conditions. The Colorado 

13 Commission engaged Special Master Phil Wiser to draft a 

14 Performance Assurance Plan. The Colorado Commission 

15 completed a wholesale pricing docket and a Change 

16 Management collaborative - -  convened, morphed, and 

17 convened again with participation of Colorado 

18 Cnmrrtission staff. 

? 9 I n  all, this has been an enormous 

20 undertaking 

" i 
I s  we now find ourselves at a point where 

2: west belheves lt has met the criteria of 4 7  USC 271 

2 3  and is ready to file an application at the Federal 

24  communications Commission. 

2 5 All of the CLEC participants in this 
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1 docket believe that Qwest has yet to meet the statutory 

2 criteria for various reasons and that further 

3 proceedings are required. 

4 As this Commission has stated all along, 

5 Qwest has the prerogative on whether and when it will 

6 file its application with the FCC. Qwest hais now 

7 indicated it will exercise that prerogative and file 

R its application. It therefore becomes this 

9 ~ornrnission's job to decide what its recommendation will 

10 be under 47 USC 271(d) ( 2 )  ( B ) .  In thinking about t h i s  

11 and trying to put the last two and a half years 

12 together for what we've called and what we hope will be 

13 a final deliberation, I went back quickly, aclmittedly 

14 last night over past FCC orders and the early orders of 

15 this Commission in initiating this docket. 

16 I looked at principally the Bell Atlantic 

17 New York order and the Texas order and also did a quick 

18 runthrough of more recent orders like Verizori 

19 Massachusetts and Vermont; and as all the parties to 

20 this docket know, Section 271; and the FCC analysis 

21 thereunder is hardly a clear rule-bound bit of Law. 

2 2 And I think the crucial determination 

23 that's now put in - -  the crucial paragraph as to the 

2 4  FCC'S analysis that now appears I think in every 271 

25 application has been quoted to us recently is this one 
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* '.- - , ,  go:nz to puz is in and read to you it is in the 

%a> - &rlac=rc Saw Y a r k  order paragraph 26: Finally we 

7 . ~ 7 ~  =%a= s Ze:er;;rizazlor. of xhether the starutory 

e - q y * * - - a - f  r .., -4. a -..- ,. ,a ~ C C  i 5  c I t i y s t = l y  a j-dcr;..ent xe must make 

y'*CLz6- ,,, .-,.- ?-,+ ,,, eV15-z:rs.- r: ~s~c= : r : c  z~zgezif,iry~r, ~ r i  

* , . * - < '  --eq&.. . . ----. % -  .** .-+> szx2 :.z z e s ~ ~ a - -  - A  -- *.. 

q&a m,. - - - -  - 
" - z.+ -4 2 6% :&z-d-e zz= e5722- : FZ.2Z z2-i- 5: ke:  : %-.-e 

rvc;~5:?;a:~:~r~t~~r re+~z~msz=s ;5 ~ Z F ?  =k?t S Y P  -%= 

- - Kher,ber :nis legal szaz"s=-c 2s == :&,i -.-* 
" - 

,, ; "?e ZJ?! ?- 2"" 

based on an analysis of spec: f rc  fa::^ fizz 

circums~ances. 

The stansa-4- L I ~  PPY --?-l,es r,:. z 4 ~  Ft': ~4.5- ;-* 

extraordinarily broad. The csnzccrs sf s-ez  G Z  75:: 

passes and when it fails a cnecklisz r:e- z r z  cz::e 

indistinct and sometimes appear to chazge frcja 

application to application. In all, it makes far a 

quite frustrating task for me as a Scate Corr,~!issioner 



* --, 5 r3c.T; ;cc,alrrl; 3 5  clrs.irms~ance a3all;ses admL= fcr -np--- 

F public i n r e r e s t  orders out of Volume 7 ,  I more chan 

9 once n ~ @ e d  that a standard where everything is relevant 

10 an3 notking is dispasitive, where no relative weight of 

11 t h e  factors are known beforehand makes principal 

12 decision making quite difficult. 

13 This is all exacerbated by the enormity 

la of 'chis record. The complexity of Section 271 process 

15 malces it nearly impossible to comprehend its various 

1G aspects tnuch less weigh the relative weights and 

17 importance of the various aspects. 

J 8 OSS is important. Pricing is important. 

13 Performance assurance is important. CMP is important. 

20 Suffice to say our record has treated all these and 

21 other issues as important. We have fleshed out a 

22 record and made decisions reflecting what we understand 

23 to be the FCC's requirements. 

2 4 Finally - -  and this is the pretentious 
25 part of my presentation, Ms. Jennings-Fader, I warned 
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I ynu of yesterday - -  after I went to the FCC's orders 

2 and standards, I thought back into my legal education 

3 and remembered Justice Holmes essay, The Path of the 

4 Law, where he sald a couple of interesting things that 

5 ; tf:;ak are ; i a r , o s i ~ ~  - - to what we're doing here today, 

- - 
6 a~7-r: s z  whrcl-. I i s r , ' c  ?,ecrssar:l;; ultimately aqree: The 

"- > a r c  cf =&e, ~a;' 15 3 --P-' .,A, --- Zai i i~u~  P , ^ Z S Z ~  2nd a couple of 

C enc zp52,-zs~.zis 23: =f tha: I s ,  qco te ,  The abject of our 

P 5 % ~ 3 y  ~kec 1s p - e d l ~ ~ 1 x i ,  =he pred~c:ion of the 

7 '  ....?. , i i , ,Bexc a5 zba, public f i i r~e  r,:?rgugh tXe 

- * I  ir='6*r, ,nL-?,"-- ,, ,mc.,,e ,A,-, of tb.; coclrrs - -  in m r  care ::he 

- ". 
:+ ins~r'amenrality cf E~LE federal a d ~ i a i s t r a z r v e  ageccy. 

X 3 k z d  zhe ozher faz3us qttotaticr, ':rcm that 

1.: lo: The prophe-c:~~ of what rhe cuur=s ;c-il 8:: re) facz, 

15 and nothing more prccentious, are whaz I mean blT " ~ n ~ t  

re; l a w .  

9-7 And while I remembered these guorations, 

19 I think that's ultimately what our task as the Colorado 

19 C~mmission comes dovm to is our best effort i l l  making a 

20 prediction at what the FCC would do with the record we 

21 have assembled for them. 

2 2 Setting aside the circularity of that 

23 position, I do think that's the best way to understand 

211 what our task is. And through that, I think - -  I look 

25 at all the proceedings that we've had to meet the 
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1 fourteen-point checklist; we've compiled a v e r y  thick 

2 SGAT through six Commission staff reports and 12 

3 Hearing Commissioner orders. We've pa~ticipated 

4 exhaustively in the OSS test. We've been thrcsugh Phase 

5 1 of - -  to come up with new TELRlC compliant rates. 

6 We've done public interest and devised what I think is 

7 a rigorous and substantial Performance Assuraricc Plan; 

8 plus I think done the analysis of Track A and 272, 

9 On the record we've assembled I think it 

10 is my prediction that the FCC will grant Qwost 271 

11 entry, based on this work. 

12 Now. I do not discount the obje~ctions 

13 raised by the various CLECs participating in this 

14 process. Indeed to the contrzry, their input has 

15 oftentimes been crucial to market opening s t r c ~ ~ s  tha t  

16 Qwest has taken. By the same token, T must makc- note 

17 that certain participants to this docket have never 

18 supported a 271 application and given t h e i r  ralspelszivc 

19 interests will never do so. It is i r l  Ckle i n t e r e s t  of  

2 0  certain participants to protract this pracess ao long 

21 as possible - -  and protracted this process ktus been; 

22 not only due to the regulatory gaming c h a t  would be 

23 expected in such a process, but a190 because of genuine 

24 issues with the openness of tile colarado Xocak excharrge 

25 market and the existence af structures tlCr make chat 



1 openness irreversible. 

2 And I would be remiss in not stating that 

3 Qwest has proven remarkably adept at tripping over its 

4 ohm shoelaces, causing delays an,d creating 

5 controversies where there need not have been any. 

6 Now, I do not expect the objecting CLECs 

7 to accede to our view that Qwest meets 271 

8 requirements; rather I fully anticipate hearing in, 

9 say, 20 or 45 days what a terribly botched job of this 

10 w e  have done from high priced Washington FCC lawyers. 

11 And maybe they will be right that this applicia'tion has 

12 a softer underbelly than I think it does; but on 

13 balance, I think we go to the FCC with the most 

14 rigorous OSS test in the nation and backed up with a 

15 going forward Performance Assurance Plan that is the 

16 most exacting ever instituted. 

17 I support a positive recommendation 

18 because I believe that Qwest has met the statutory 

1 9  criteria. I further support the application on the 

2 0  basis of the diminishing returns the consumers will see 

2 1  from prolonging this process. 

2 '2 Advocacy that makes the best the enemy of 

23 the good; that regards the OSS test as an end in 

24 itself; and obscures consumers' interests behind 

25 would-be competitorst interests' should not be 
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1 indulged. 

2 I finally return to the fact t h a t  ian9 

3 distance entry will be in the public interest. T ' m  n g t  

4 sure what exactly the consumer welfare benefits are ts 

5 be had from Qwest Long Distance entry but I am 

6 convinced that there certainly are palpable consurncr 

7 gains to be bad. As I concluded in my public i n t e z c s t  

8 order, there are uncontrovertible consumer werfare 

9 gains to be had from Qwest's long distance entry. 

10 There is no longer adequate reason to delay these 

I1 benefits to Colorado cansumers. 

12 Furthermore, I believe t h a t  CLECs t h a t  

13 are genuinely interested in compering will be hettas 

14 protected from and compensated for discrimiaacoty 

15 beliavior by Qwest under the Coloradcl Perfarflrsnde 

16 Assurance Plan, which attempts to award a mcagure sf 

17 compensatory damage for CLECs when Owest brenchcr, iEa 

18 contractual obligations to them. 

19 In the end, it is my p t e c i ~ c t i w n  Chan ~n 

20 the full-Holeslan sense, that the FCC will apgrave 

21 Qwest's application based on this record and uhirt hag 

2 2  been accomplished through this process. 

2 3 We have an exhaustive, rngu3atar:L;i- 

24 prescribed SGAT, we have recently-adopted TELEIC 

25 based-UNE prices, we have a rigorous Performance 



1 Assurance Plan, we have an operable 855 3ycZtk;rr: a c d  

2 finally, we have a passable Change Mandgen~3h s < s E c t  

3 This is the longest SGAT eves, t3e mas; 

4 rigorous OSS test ever, and t h e  aosz exacc;z!F 

5 Performance Assurance Plan yet sent to Che FCC. 2 . ~ 3  WF 

6 should not nets~ssarily be proud of a l l  Ehhcse foe?$ 2:;r 

7 they probaSly are speak well of the a p ~ i . i ~ & : ~ , f ~ ; : ~ s  

8 prospects in - -  before the FCC. 

9 Thus the  fourteen-point d h ~ c k i i ~ ~ :  &1s vck 

10 the public lnoerest tesr, has met the sieparata 

11 affiliate requirement of Section 2'72 is m r c ,  and 'Track 

12 A of Section 27 is met; Fn sum, based a$% t h e  vote of 

13 colleague Commissioner Dyer, t k i s  Csmxr~sion w r i t  

14 recommend ta the FCC chat O w e s t ' $  appb~t=*&t;k~ni UnrJear 

15 Section 271. of the Telecommurticzitio~a Actorsf  iB9d tzvr 

16 approved. 

17 Now, before we clme - -  and 5 dla Rope 

18 that t h i s  is the - -  I know you hava &o%&t8;it7ai te nay. 

19 MS. JENRINGS- FAD% Sorry ' Y m h .  

2 0 C I A I W J  CTFFDRD: h '% n<hE done ll'a!- 

2 1 MS. JEWNINGS - FXLSER ; t5h , 

2 2 CKAIRPAFJ CIFFClRD: Nb l~ificgi f CSY *{6tr 

2 3 MS . J ~ m f  NGS - FmER : okay. 

24 CHALP.HAh1 GIFF?OPf,: Before WQ C ~ T ; ~ O @ ~  ~ h d :  

25 I hope is the last time I sc@ you $112 ;kt !€?aoc LG Gtt;a 
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- ..- 
h r f :  

1 context, I want to acknowledge and express my graZitu3e 

2 to the participznts in these dockets. T s~ifI d m ' :  

3 think I'm sold on the collaborative process b3: after 

4 two years together I have to express a cerea ls  fori;l:ress 

5 for all the familiar faces around the room. 

6 To the extent we've exasperarc18 ane 

7 another, been unduly cranky or bored each n:ktar l ~ t s  

8 submission, this is an unfortunate n a t u r e  of 2:;;s 

9 process. But to the extent I havi; be!;n the ~ . i t - ~ s e  e=f 

10 any of this, I apologize. 

11 Because we all have n flew raualds of )+~~fzts 

12 to trade with ar against one another a r  the Fdi: .I:! t i x i 7  

13 coming future, I will leave it at chat; & ~ F - , & I I ~ L : ~ J ) ;  Z dc$ 

14 look forward to AT&Tas analysis af my p ~ b f i c  interest 

15 views. 

But more than onyurre in %ltrs +iwn t ii;+dnt 

to express my gratitude ta rhc s c a f b  QL hhi" iL@lor&di~r 

Public Utilities Commission. T h ~ n  has k m t s ~  i r  cnfoasak 

undertaking that involved no smali dcgrcg OF f o t i y  i n  

the face of this there is no other @arn%isotan LZI t h c  

Qwest region t h a z  has workad harrier 6r has, brc:r kh2hs 

been more integral to shepherding t h i s  proceas t~ 

completion. There is no comnissxnn s t h f  f! I n  t?< ts  

region that knows this record and ha?; btnikad %rartzi:ir ti, 

25 make this 271 process work 



r4dj 

1 And I want to start at the top by 

2 recognizing Commission Director Bruce S m i t h  idhs has  

3 always has led this operation and seen t h a t  a l l  

4 necessary staff resources have been devoted to d r 2 ~ n ~ j  t k n  

5 excellent job through this process. 

6 Now at least in one trip r a  r-kl-rh FCC Briice 

7 has been called the Chairman of  tk&e t'ommiss~tsn azkd 

8 think I was his valet; so to the extent. theye arc arty 

9 errors in this record, it's Bruce k i h a  m a c e  t l ' r~se 

10 decisions; and he looks more authasitatiua Chm I am 

11 anyway. 

12 But next I want to turn to t h r w  scaFfers 

13 in 198T and 041 who have been indispensable ~ . s  r h i s  

14 process. And first to Wendie Alls~ot who sga rn  t h e r e  

15 has been no staffer in the region uko knows t:hc 065 

I6 test better .  I've certainly appreciated h%a; prarttiz&I 

17 intelligence and sharp mind. She has really b&etr. at 

18 the forefront of state staffers in - -  in stay ing  sh rag 

19 of the QSS test and knowing i t .  

2 0 I know that in part bccarrse XWc taodsiX 

21 that from other Conmissloners in other states a~ ts 

22 what a great asset Wendie has been 2nd in aadzrian 

2 3  she's worked for wages much lower than she mad$a:: 

24 consultant on this project. So she's 2s b?:! co-lti?cndpid 

25 for her selflessness as well. 
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N e x t  I wanr to acknowledge t he  e f f o r t %  of 

Becky Quintana w h e  has also been crucial to gettins 

this to frultion and, in fact, is key ro yetkttnq Ckanze 

Management up to snuff, idencifylng ~t as an zssue 

early on and goading me to bug all o f  ;iou cts get Change 

Management into shape. She's xorked far ~ b s * ~ %  and 

beyond the call of dury, been crucial alonq 2:tR se r id r r  

to the CPW and reminding me sf a l l  thz 7aadke ends - -  

of which there may still he a few that need ta he t i e 2  

up in this docket. 

I would also commend she and Rlendle 

putting up with me because I think they alccirnatab i t i  

bringing me the news of when the test was dc!laycd y r t  

again. And folks in the executive office vrtk &saw 

that when that news was forthcoming it uaanbc - -  ~k WaD 

sometimes a harrowing event, I tlsxnk BrAuce  a i s a  3 0 ~  

some of that blow back when I wci~ i ld  herc c.sbd~uh PtrO nnxt 

delay. 

And finally I want ta ackncrlcdgf-, my 

counselor, Mana Jennings -Fader,  who played i~ga in%% :: yf1e 

to make the transition from advocate ts advinnr % i c R  

only minimum discomfort. Yar l  ha-:tr bccrl g i v i l t ~  

judicious counsel throughout this process an3 ee lc ra~cc i  

some of my flights; but aiso - -  alss brought mo back ro  

earth. If there are any legal cr"roz9 i n  th:s reecYlrd 



they are mine not yours, Mana. 

MS. J E h i I N G S  - FADER : Thank )mu,. 

CHAIRMAN GfFFORD: And you andi i.;er,die and 

Becky have really been indispensable. 

Now the one stroke of gentuE i ma:: have 

had in this proceeding was the sclicitatlzn of 

Professor Phil Wiser to senre as t h c  @onir ; ' \ ls r ,~~r  s p c i l ; ~ i i  

master in charge of devisiag the Performance Asscrancc 

Plan. Phil authored the CPAP which is a God-awful  S i t  

of industrial policy to some; an important krtfitrutnc&k 

against backsliding to oehers - -  probably a l i t t l e  b i t  

of both. But Phil did an excellent job. 

And as many of you know, 3 believe eh,qe 

the CPAP is the most important a r t i f a c t  n u t  tat: t h i s  

process on a going-forward basis. 

I hope it is a good efforc and t h e  c r e d i t  

and the rigor for that planning t o  Profaasar Hisas 8% 

well as to Ms. Quintana and Ms*  ~itsrbr ~ n d  

Ms. Jennings-Fader who wclrked thraugti  that. 

Now, there was anather  darkcr r n v s k a e ~ i  I n  

this and those advisors were alsD cr~icr-trl, PTfiilc 

Zimmerman, Jerry Enright, and Warrea Wend l tag * ~ d v ~ s r &  

the commission on the pricing d o c k e t  an& t i rc ix '  -,. a s  

well as Tony Marque2 as counsel. Tircir w:a.rk w a l  ,&I 2:; 

enormous and very analytically f ~ u u t s ~ ~ r ~ n g ,  but P c h i n k  
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i we ended up do~nq a p r e t t y  gaaci pJcee & E  -+sit; rk-cre 

2 at least we'll find on: I suppsse' 

3 Warren ir, parttz.;:y;r t;is 2\&3:@1~.7. ?f .:-rE' 

4 models and abilizy to separate wheiir- 5rriri 1-)111~ff 

5 very helpful as well as Mike p n t r i ~ ~  u~ xi23 F--: 

6 theoretical economic discuss imn.  

7 So I dn thxnl: 0:; et;? : a ~ i : c b  B K I ~  h ~ * - * -  &i?* 

8 i s  hopefully our f k n a f  2 7 2  dellbez-arrac tkdC FZZL +:a : -  

9 needs to be a c k ~ ~ o w l e d g e d  and I k+c~:;~"Eai%- ft[;zr;h-, ?.kc 

10 remainder of the colorada C o n ~ ~ ~ i ; i & t r  aka fE ,  wki-- s-?+itfi? ;F 

11 them have  been involved 0.2 w i l t  bc ~ P ~ ~ J D ; ~ = F L ~  a :itit .r-iv5e~ 

12 in the future and who have ak&c rna~~&*q~d re- rteep kh:llr";f o 

13 running here whxie t h i s  C-,~miad ter; has See:; r ti~r>?~zf-j:> L-J 

14 distracted for the l a s t  t w $  :u'RA;.G~ : i - ) a ~ ; ~ i t  ?<: ~ e i .  :?;.;B 

15 done. Haybe i n  chsr crzse~iag m&nCks & - F ~ P R ~  ~ - ~ ' / ; i  e27,r.t~~ :eCi: 

16 me what's been going Qn eIsewhe~c 

17 B u t  anyway I k n b ~  tB:ez-~r: ~ r @  ;.a"iwiv ).3%3e? 

18 ends to t i e  up, fen.  sorry "L vt*l'tk b% E;d: 5 ~ 1 ; 1 1 $ ,  bi;",?tPa 

19 t w o  a n d  a h a i f  years f _bxr=,i:re L-*c C-~LTZI wriqb4. Fll*r'+ ~ Q T *  

20 minutes to kear  ne -r-arrner on 

2 i 1 tht:ik the: ri%.~";xt.ze:, * 7 ~ ? : : *  3, YJ-:~.  

22 Fader, if I underscacd, i s  wc WJP:A \~  Like: r,. ;;.*- 3 

23 pleading from west 5e;ayt:iq "nt3~:a'i'n: : t i * *?  W ;  1: -+*r : i - i t+ai~ 

24 conditions so we can isdogit orri V-~;:PP*'~';L$A~ i i c : i  

25 accordingly. 
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l C r i  L -5 t L  

1 I don't know whar: day they- f i i c  ~r whatr 

2 day the public notice comes out, but our nexL ~ : c p  ; s  

3 to proceed with the drafting ot whae wiil we rh:nk. 

4 amount to a favorable recommendation to t h e  PC;: -.<he:? 

5 this wrestling match will continue, 

6 MS. JENNICNGS-FADER: Thanit y a u ,  

7 Mr. Chairman - -  and I do apologize for irt2ct.rxrprsiig, 

8 I - - thank  you. 

9 Yes, staff has, now thar  the  i : ~ t r , ~ i s ~ K ? ~  

10 has made its de te rn~ ina t ion  with respeck 20 Iihe 

11 recommendation and - -  we wauld like to trrcal;~ b i i c f I y  

12 the conditions t h a t  the Commission bas  apprz3ved ar' p u t  

1 3  on its recommendation during today's defiberatzsn 

14 session and votes, and recomnend c h a t  t h e  @$test's 

15 agreement or conlpliance with these cottditlar'ks be 

16 meiitorialized in a compliance filing co be made bj; Q u ~ s r  

17 preferably, w e  would recommend, before t11e t l l i t s r j  sf 

18 the appllcatlo~ W I C ~  the FCC. I f  t k a & ' ~  f a r  g.;&rne 

19 reason not p o s s ~ b i e ,  then at lesnt mnzcmporanco&&!y 

20 with the £ l ? i ; l g  of  he appt icat ruxl  with ttre FCC. 

2 1 To recap the candi tians the Ct~itfl+rl:r?s rbn 

22 has approved today are - -  no - -  rto parti,ctklas' order .  

2 3 The substlrutian of s cew Exhibit C E a  

2 4  the SGAT filed in late kprtl, ttld[l  E x h i b ~ t ,  C t.12 CDi t tT \ i : i  

25 the most current version of t he  CMP peocesn. 
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The inclusion of PO-. f9  2 8  tkc! P e r f ~ m - a n ~ c  

Assurance Plan previously - -  p r w l o u s  iy a;?$rr%se:l k-; eke 

Commission, with a promise, as it W-RTC., LC- b:'!n;i 7.3 2 ; i g :  

Commission immediately an a m e n d m e n t t o  P Q , ; P  s s  - -  ;i s 

that may develop over time in accsrdance :+.ttk $ 3 ~  

recommendation accepted by the Camnrssion' 

Amendment langtlage tlb sectionis s . 2 . 2 . 3  2 

to the SGAT; Section 9 . 2 . 3 . 9  tn tthe SGAT; and 12.2 6 c -  

the EGAT. And with respect to t h a t  i n  pxz~ic:r4ar ,  x c  

recommend that they - -  or suggest t h a t  they - -  BurgC 

needs only file the amencied language t r x ,  thbi i& O C C ~  r ~ : i s .  

it need not refile the entire SGAT. 

And finally, t h a t  O;..cslt ind.tcat.r i t 6 :  

agreement with respect ate t h e  COWI~LSSLOD '3  OX!,!^: i ~ ~ t  

having to do with p r o p ~ s e d  PO-20, thp, - -  k - ~ ' t k  trsp^~?:: 

to the OSS test and the human erzsr  companene. 

I believe chat t h a t  Sa c?20ge ~ru-c .;el 'b 

the conditions the Commission has  eppra>+c& t?$.;?$y 2 0  r t  e 

recommendat ion ar?d we reclueat: t h e  Chmr;ilt sa ian  ~:t:r,-'rfs: -& 

compliance f illng to addreso those ccmd h %i i?hs, 

C H A I R F ~ ;  GSF20R.S: Crs~r~rr,ii;nzar%ct: 9-$etr? 

CoMlGlISSIONFR DYER: T agree 

CHAfRMMi GTFFOPB: i iigrac. 

We  ha-^^ been putt: ng ~ u :  o r d ~ ~ : +  ok x* 

make tt~ese f Fndlngs ; so i ass;ur:!e w '. W A  l ! k-@ PB2 :: a:ra 3;: 
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1 order memorializing the requirements, caking care of 

2 all the pleadings that we dealt with today. 

3 COMMISSIONER DYER: Will rher@ be t:he :a 

4 run that - -  

5 KS. QUINTANA: It's no'; goin~g tn be 

6 today. 

7 !'IS. JEEJNINGS- FADES: We ' r e  n13t c leaz "e? 

8 CIiAIRMAhT GIFFORB: Xt can ec:cta:nl-,. come 

9 soon - -  but not too soan, It will be out  IbeEore we 

10 file the recommendation with the FCC. 

11 MS. QUINTANA: There you go. 

12 MS. JENNINGS-PAfrEiZ: That ii; guarh3c~c8 

13 for sure. 

14 CHAIRMAN GLFFORD: 29 th;l.;'c dkxlythlrt~ 

15 further to come before the Commission ehis afternoan? 

16 (No response. 1 

17 MS. QUINTMJA: X t h l f i k  t tnatt . rr  ,131, 

1 8  CKAIRMAN GLF'FORD: W i t h  c h a t ,  we're 

19 adjourned . 

2 0 (Whereupan, t h e  h e a r i n g  a d ~ o ~ k r n e d  A& ; 'go 

21 p . m . l  

2 2 
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CERTIFICATE 

KiiISTY TURNER, JAMES L. f.iIOYE:Tf, and 

3 HARRIET S. WEISENTHAL, Certified Shorthand Reparters tr; 

4 and for the state of Colorado, do here&- c e r t i f y  thsr 

5 we reported the foregoing praceedinqs i c  :he f n r s :  

6 instance, and that later the same was reduced ta 

7 typewritten form under our direct supervisio? and 

8 control; we further certify that t'ne fsrcgcrzng ; s  n 

9 true and complete transcription of our steringraghic 

10 notes then and there taken. 

11 Dated - -w-el 200:. 

12 
KEtI STY TZIiREZR 

13 

JAMES L. MIDYETT 

16 , d- 

HARRIET S. W E I S E N T W  
17 1580 Logan Street, OL2 

Denver, Colorado 80263 
18 (3O3) 8 9 4 - 2 8 2 5 .  
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Docket No, TCet.f-'f65 
CSwesl Corpofation 

Exhibits to the Verified Comments of Lynn M. Notarianni & Judith M. Sr;trult;; 
Exhibit LN-OSS*fif 

July 3,2002 

Nebraska Transcript of Proceeding, May 6, 2002. 
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BEFORE THE NEBRASKA PUBLIC SERlTIC:E COMMISSION 12:48 :;S 

IN THE MATTER OF QWEST ) 
CORPORATION FILING ITS 1 
NOTICE OF INTENTION TO FILE) 
SECTION 271(C) APPLICATION ) TRAnTSCHIPT OF 
WITH TYE FCC AND REQUEST ) EIORKSXOP 
FOR COMMISSION TO VERIFY ) 
QWEST CORPORATION'S (Pages 1-155) 
COMPLIANCE WITH ) 
SECTION 271 (C) . ) 

Proceedings had before the Nebraska Public 

Service Cornn~ission at Lincoln, Nebraska, on May 

t i ,  2 0 0 2 .  

COMMISSIONERS: 

Frank E. Landis, 1st District 
Anne C. Boyle, 2nd District 
Lowell C. Johnson, 3rd District 
Gerald Vap, 5th District 

Lor1 J. NcGowac, RDR, CRi? 
Latimer Repcrting, Lincuin, Nebraska i 4 C 2 .  476-IIS3 



Exhibit LN-OSS-57 

M s .  Jill Vinjamuri 
Attorney at Law 
1650 Farnam Street 
Omaha, NE 68102 

- and - 
Mr. Anclrew D. C r a i n  
Associate General Counsel 
1801 California Street 
49th Floor 
Denver, CO 80202 for Qwest Corparar i on 

Ms. Chris A. Post 
Legal Counsel 
3 00 The Atrium 
1200 N Street 
Lincoln, NE 68508 for Nebraska Public 

Sextrice Carvint s s l c n  

Mr. Jon C. Bruning 
Attorney at Law 
1073 North 204th Avenue 
Elkhorn, NE 68022 f a r  Cax Eiclsraakh 'TcZcotn 

Ms. M a r y  Tibby 
Ms. Letry Friesen 
Attorney at Law 
AT & T Law Department 
1875 Lawrence 
Denver, CO 80202 for AT h T 
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Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latirner Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (4011 476-1353 

3 

C E R T I F I C A T E  

I, Lori J. McGowan, Cour"Lepc;rter, da hereby 

certify that the within and following complete 

transcript contains all the evidence requested to 

be transcribed by me, and the  rulings of &he 

court thereon, from the proceedings had in ar at 

the trial of the foregoing cause in said cour:; 

and that said complete transcript is a correct 

and complete transcription of the evidence 

requested to be transcribed from t-he record made 

at the time of said proceedings or trial. 

Dated this day of 

Court Reporter 
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Lori 3. McGowan, RDE, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Liacoln, Nebraska (4021  47C-1251 

4 

(At 1 p.m., the following proceedings were 

had : ) 

COMMISSIC?f.IER LAlG2IS : We ' r e  goirtg 

on go on the record. This is a p p l i c a t i ~ n  1 8 3 6 ,  

It will come to order. 

I'm Frank Landis. I'll be the tlearlng 

officer. Not really a hearing officer. r guess 

this is a workshop format that  wcfrc  conducting 

today. But in any event, I wihi be i n  charge, 

Whatever is done, I am in charge. 

And to my far right is Cornmissirsncr .icrriL 

Vap. My near right is Commissioner L:T~:: 

Johnson. And I know Anne Scyle, the canxl:sn!tm'n 

chairman, will be joining us. She had sane 

problems in Omaha and going tc he runalny ;LSQL'E 

an hour late. But she'll be ~ o ~ n i n g  us an2 

perhaps also Commissioner Rod Jnhnson, w h ~  I 

expected to be here thls nsrsi lng.  

Lori McGowan will be acr c o u r t  t e p o r t e r  

And Chris Post 1 s  our sexilar cbl;r,scI Eci tkc  

commission and also the attorney thnl's h.~tndJ:n3 
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2 2 the 1830 docket. 2 1 :  3 . 4 r C . 3  

2 3 And joining him at rhe counsel table 1s :3 : '14 :05 

2 4 Mr. Buster Griffing, who is an ecsnornisr and a 12:L.; :Z3 

2 5 consultant to this commission on the 183C docket, :3:f&:L5 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CP3 
Llatimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 0 2 )  4 7 6 - T ? 5 3  

5 

Also present in the hearing rooe: t h ~ s  

afternoon is Mr. Gene Hand, who's d i r az t a r  af our 

comiunications department, and Mr. Dick 

Palazzolo, who's been acci-?ely engaged i n  the 

1830 docket from the start and includfag t h e  

collaborative effort particularly that's bee21 

ongoing. 

Today's workshop will focus an two issues, 

We'll flrst address the OSS test results, 

particularly the closed, slash, unresol+.=ed 

obsenratlons and exceptlous. 

We ' ll then move on to change tt\an&g@mar-it 

issues. 

Unless objected to by the part:9a, t h e  

commissioners and staff w i l l  in:czrupt :he 

parties with quzstions as sier:er;sary, 

And assuming that you ail want  ?c cperdtc 

under that - -  

MR. CTW1Z:J: 'rir have na c b ~ k z t  ton. 
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2 0 COMMJSSIQNER LMTEIS: Okdy. 1 ~ ' s  - 5  - a  . - r  .- ,L7; 

2 1 my understanding that t h e  parties have d~scw'sscri; L 3 r i 5 : B ' t  

2 2 today's format and agreed that enct side sh&:i bc :i:t5:61 

2 3 allowed approximately one hour te a~dciress each ;5:t5;Q5 

2 4 issue. ;3:&5;I?;"? 

2 5 When w e  t a l k  about an i s s u e ?  we' re  ral&;ns 15 :A% : ~ w  

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, .IDR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 6 2 )  4?6= t ;S3  

G 

about one issue regarding cfasedji~:rre;c,ra!veg 

observations, the second issue be rng th&ngs 

management procedure. 

Inasmuch as this rs W e s t  ' s dtacke*, , ii >+~:s 

care to, you may reserve a i ~ t z l c  L%;t 3f ~ W O P  

time to summarize. Is t h a z  yocr w t ~ h ?  

MR. C%,"tIS: Yes, it 1 2 %  

COMI.',ISS IG?i:":%? LSu'SZ f L; 3it3y A ' u  

m i n u t e s ?  

f ?  . C : flake L c 1 !I . 

COMMISSI3?3Ei? SACOLS 2 LC! r?eARuzes 

Okay. And I'm go ing  G 3  ask Co~rnksciancr  Lowe!! 

Johnson to k ~ n d  of keep his eye sn t h e  elor:k 

today and let us know. W e ' l l  be - -  rerii 

exerclse some flex~biiit;: here. Bti I wan: 

Lowell t o  keep a n  eye - -  
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17 COMMISSIONER LOWELL JOHNSON : 10 13:15r4!3 

18 minutes? 13:15:49 

1 9  COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Oh, 10 IJ:15:51 

2 0 minutes for rebuttal. So we'll do an hour, hour. 13:15;53 

2 1 Qwest will be given an additional 1.0 minutes for 13:15:56 

2 2 rebuttal or restating their position. 13 :15 t 5 B  

2 3 Notice of the workshop was puk)lished in i 3 : 1 6 : 0 5  

2 4 progression order 30. And that came out on April 13:16:05 

2 5 23rd of this year. It is noted in the commission 13:1ti:09 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-2153 

minutes, the meeting that was held that day. 

At this time then we're going to receive 

appearances first from the parties and then from 

the commission staff. So we'll start with Qwest. 

MR. CRAIN: This is Padrew C r a r r i  on 

behalf of Qwest. 

We also have here today to answer any 

questions Lynn Notarianni, w h o  is - -  actually, I 

don't know what your title is, Lynn. 

MS. NOTARIANNI: I just say 

director. I don't know what it officialiy IS 

either. 

COMMISSIONER L-WTDIS : Linda - - 

MR. CRAIN: Lynn, L - Y - N - N .  
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COMMLSSIONEX LANDIS: Lynn. Okay. 

MR. CFAIN: Notarianni. 

MS. NOTMIANNI: 

N-O-T-A-R-I-A-N-N-I. 

COMMISSIONER LIUJDZS: All right. 

MR. CRAIN: And Lynn has basically 

headed our effort internally to handle the 03.9 

task in the ROC and in Arizona, 

We also have Jill Vinjamuri here today as 

well. 

MS. FRIESEN: X c m  sorry, this i s  

Lori 2 .  McGowan, FBR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska I J Q Z )  4 7 G - 1 1 5 3  

9 

Letty. I - -  Andy, is that Andy speaking? 

COMMISSION LANDIS: Yes, it 1 s  

MR. CRAIN: Yes, It is. 

COMMISSIONER L k l i D i S :  Are ;-'ou n3t 

hearing here, i e t t y ?  

l4S. FRIESEN: No, I'm not h e a r i n g  

Andy very well. 

COMMISSIONER WJDIS : Chr i s ,  i 

think it's more important t h a t  AT & T h e a r ,  Nc 

can hear fine. Can we move t h e  phone closer to 

t h e  - -  

MR. POST: &bsolurch::. L e t t - ; ,  
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13 we're going to move the phone close'r ta AT t T 13 : : 7 . 2 7  

1 4  and hope - -  hopefu l ly  a i i r t l e  b i c ,  I f  a t  some 13 :  1 5 - 2 - s  

15 point you can't hear ,  l e t  us know. Lnd w e ' l l  S f  ~ ~ 7 r 3 4  

1 6  make Andy y e l l ,  

1 7  M S .  FRIESEN: Okay 

1 8  MR. CRAIN: We're actua?ty phvcsf. : 3 : 1 7 ; 3 8  

19 We haven't been part of AT & T sincle - -  i -. : 1 7 ; 4 Q  

IR. POST: Oh, sorry. 3 3 : 1 7 : 4 4  

COMMISSIONER LJ'ibTDIS : Okay. h3!: '7-94 

MR. POST: Correction doted' 1 5  : i ? : $ G  

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Far AT & ?, :.$:77:*37. 

2 4 Mary, do yon want to e n t e r  your appearance. 13 ;I7551 

2 5 MS. TRLBEY: Yes* Thank you, Mary :3;14:55 

Lori J. McGWat>, RDRr CRE 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska t4Q2: 4 7 6 - 1 1 5 3  

9 

Trlbby on behalf of AT L T .  Lerty Friescn os 

behalf of AT & T ,  

COMMSSSICNEE LAFJDIS : aka;:, TThaa~k 

you, Anybody e l s e  on t h e  phsne brldger 

W e  have Cox here today. Wc van: to get an 

appearance i n .  

MR. 3RUTJ;NG: dcr, Brur,:-ng, Cox 

Nebraska Telcorn. 

COMHISSZOIJER LAPZTS : kt:ybuciy cis% 

need ts get appezrances? 
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MR. POST: Other thar? an beha; f t ; f  

the staff, Chris Post. With me today i s  Marlor:, 

Buster, Griffing who's also taking part IR :-%IS 

docket as the equivalent of staff, 

COMMISSIOIJER LAfjI3IS : aka:;. . Thank 

you, Mr. Buster. 

With that then, unless t he re ' s  aaytking e l a e  

or any preliminary matters, as I s a y ,  c h i s  1.3 a 

workshop. 

We'll start, .lindrew, w i t h  you. $ ~ t ; i d  T aas-;iT!c 

2 1 you're going to make about an hour's presenta2;an i S : S B - 3 4  

2 2 and - -  1 3 :  ;%a JB 

2 3 MR. CRAIN: Sure. H~pefu:!:; ? C&:t : 3 : : 8 . 3 7  

2 4 do it more quickly rhan t h a t  Zuk - t;? i f4.3id 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CkR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Mebraekt3 r 40: t 4%; - : ::,x 

: il 

MR. CRAPE: - =  k wantt praalse, 

COMMLSSf OXER ZOEELL 30LV5OS : Sw 

you want me to take nore of 2I;c tiour? 

COMNf SSZOtJ'EP. LMZDkcB : f f 7 ~ x 1  w:?r; i 3 ,  

please, Commissioner. And t h e n  wetl! bc 3 l i t s i c  

flexible, but we want LC:, exc"rcl%c. ?;br;le ~ ~ G ? ~ X W I  ifit 

MR. CRAIN: Thaak you. Nc3%-s 

been - -  ihe ROC test is carrencly ii.isr ulnct inq 
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down. We've been testing .70w for more than t lw8 

years. KPMG has issued its draft f i n a l  repcrt, 

It's actually stili doing a littie b l t  c f  f u r t h e r  

evaluation that will be i.ncorpsrated :n its 

final, final report, which is c u r r e ~ n t l y  scfrt::',iliad 

to be issued on the 28th of May. 

This has been the most; carnplet~e and 

comprehensive test of GSS ever canducted an t2is 

country, probably in the world. But 1 don't 

really know what they've done in oclner countries' 

But we have worked very hard with  a33 of r2b 

commissions throughour our region and CLZCs and 

other interested parties to build elnls  t ~ s t  and 

to - -  and the ROC, to its credit, olperazrb :A:s 

t e s t  in a completely opea manner. 

Every issue, every issue i a  the  t e s t  de~kgr : ,  

any party who wanted to have input i n t a  t3c :es: 

Lori J. McCowan, RDR,  GRR 
Latimer R e p o r t i n g ,  L i n e o l . n ,  fiebraska. I t  P2 -1 "*+: : : % i :  

1 design had numerous op?ortunrties to dn $ 3 ,  i l  ::$:L;G 

2 We had many meetlngs about it, many 13.2:: 1s 

3 workshops t o  set up the test .  ;.x::: ;: 

4 The ROC established a TAG,  the L- 8-,.b*.. a; :$.:a 15 

5 advisory group, chat met Ohze a week t a  disciis:> :>, 2 ~ .  ;? 

ti every issue as it came up durins t he  rcsr;nq T i . ? ?  - 2 2  
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And all parties were able tc and ccngletely 

welcome to participate in any d i s c u ~ k c ~ ~ n  af a s y  

issue that came up. 

We've acrually had more than a hum3reb 'TAG 

calls since this test sr~lr ted.  

We also have had numesous other neetings t.o 

discuss issues in more depth as Isslues cartla t;p en 

TAG calls or in workshops, Afid i ; x  ~aditian ka 

that, the ROC established an open praecss E m -  

discussiarl of observations and cx~cptions as F_:tey 

came up. 

Observatier~s and exceptions are  'the pr:acess 

the ROC established. And itFs a prnccss ghat, 

KPMG used in other regions t e  idenr,zly i ~ s r ; ~ ~  

that came up in the tesring. 

When they saw something t h e y  M:cin% expec t ,  

a resul:  they d idn '  t cxpecr, t h e y  i swue-tl at;,hezb 

an obser.-ation or an exceptian. 

. . 
t:P!-if I ssuec! these ,  i i i : 3i.d as uc & ,  t:, 

Lor1 2 .  McG>~,an ,  R i X ,  CE',R 
Latimer Reportxng, Li;~r,uBfi, CJebrsska ,492 a -S"fS i !$I Z 

l i 

I Liberty Consult lng wha handiz& t hs pcric:%-sa.:9 + .  ? : . _ R  

2 measure audit. * .  1 ," at' 

3 What observatians and exseptianc: a r r  a t e  1 . ~  2: 2 5  
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issues that if they weren't retadfveld cai~lci 

potentially be - -  end up as nor s a t : x s f i e d  

criteria in the final repor t ,  

In the final report t h a t  - -  cile d raf t  f;;ial 

report that KPMG issued last nac; curs sr three 

weeks ago, KPMG identified well. csT24tr 5 C d  cr-rteria 

that Qwest was - -  were esrablished far  QgrSt kb 

meet during the test. Qwest passed ever 5% of 

those criteria. And there only  wepr z tne ~ B S ~ ~ B S  

that were left as not satisfied. Si; wefi Elver 99 

percent of the criteria were met by Qsest, 

There were also a group of xslucs that \+ere 

categorized as unable to dererm~ne, &id un can 

go through those a l l t t Y e  bit heye t s 9 8 y ,  30s: 

of those or a big chunk s f  rhasc s1:oui.d be 

closing with the final, final regare bacaiisc t h e  

issue that KPMG is currenkfy rt:stiilg %aiild 

conceivably close about fislf aE tnsse ur iak lb  :-: 

determine issues. And theft w c  can ~ a i k  ~ c ? c ~ u r  t he  

2 3 others a little b i t  as ge  ga aLon$, 13 ;,: . 5% 

2 4 What we're here to Eaeus an L ~ d & y  & r e  r hs 1 i 2; 3.h 

2 5 closed/unresolved obscrvat :ans arrS sx~rcy t  ::;nc. : : ; , : 3  0 2  

1 And the parrles agreed ',-a: !y,  r i g h t  : f f  2 1 2 1 . ~ " ~  
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bat in this test that Qwest had cbe opp3rtw'cit$ 

to close things unresolvec! if it d!@c:iicd ;u:=rher 

retesting was not going to he pradi.;ct?.;e. 

For whatever reassa, the p a r t i c 2  

understood - -  and this is a p r a c t ~ r c  that ta; 

been followed in ocher regions. The KB'A* ?<axk 

test had a hand£ ul af closeci/unresiwk-. ;sous:: 

so did Texas, so did basically other t tes ts  &CFL?&$ 

the country. 

The way this works is when an sb6en ia t r an  er 

exception was issued, Quest would raspond 2nd 

would eicher explain wh;~ the cri3scr'i:crtio:i o r  

exception was not a problem or wotrid explain 

corrective action, including sysce!n% chmges Qr 

process changes chat it raok ro f t x  pks9lems ~ 3 %  

they came up.  

So with well aver 5 0 0  bf t h $ d b ,  West aaci 

KPMG reviewed Qnest's respansc, rdt.kicWezl t l ~ a  

fixes Qwest ~nplernented dfld Was f t L & i G : L ~ " d  *ii:(l~:a 

retesting or reevaluat~on, dcp~nc!inq az wb>>ir V L ~ L A  

appropriate, was satisf l e d  eeuag3 Lo c:acc : kc 

exception resolved. 

For a handful a$ iGsncs, <hr$g: dec ;5+6  t.;- 

take them as closed/unrescl~e:? .f A:::? ,..y G 4 t- $+ 4 i 4, 

Lori S .  HrCowac, XZE, Z2F 
Latirner Reporting, Linccsii.,. SchYr~aks 1.142 : ~ ~ ' ' 6 3  - 2 : : ,3 
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t '  
i '3 

1 through those and explair, why. Bu; 2 w d z t  y-3i; r 3  :3 :L"4 -35 

2 understand today ihac  wha"ieie'rp facuszd cri hg;.c LS::4,4ET 

3 today a r e  t h e  handful 05 negatrr te  i s s u e s  t k t  ;1:24 4.4 

4 remain from t h i s  test. ;: ' 2 4  - 5 ~  

5 I f  you read the d r a f e  final repor: - -  and ~3 :::5 .p.;: 

6 w e ' l l  g e t  i n t o  t h i s  i n  f u r t h e r  detzl;: s i r  :he: :x;;* $0 

f i r s t  week of June where we talk ahon% t h e  gsa3 

a .  things i n  t h e  d r a f t  f i n a l  repart - -  ba~:ea;:i.~: 

KPNG has Sound that  we m e t  ~ i s t u d i i y -  every 

c r l t e r i a  e s t a b l i s h e d  during the L e s t .  

And the test was csrabliskcd so ax; the 

c r i t e r i a  didn" have eta be m e e t  " -  m c r  befare 15 

was c losed .  

So with that e>:;lanacirzr,, 1 r  11 gc ir"l?:d c:tti; 

t e s t  and expla in  t he  issues ac g r a a p e d  k r X  eazn 

16 test. There were c e r s a : ~  taS:s - -  the t>t~*erai ; : :5 2 zi 2 ': 

17  t e s i  w a s  split np inca rcrta:n ackciL t a s k $ -  2 ,  1 3  15 3 2  

1 E we'll go through t h ~ s e ,  and i t $ ;  e x p i a i n  Ens%#- r%s 1 ; :: 1%. 

19 w e  lii~sre ail. i .  i s  7 "  

2 3 T n e  t n l r d  page of t t r iz  ttaz<.i:ru:: s.,t,i:-t,t; i v - t g t a  ; ; \ - ; y s L  5 %  

2 i test 1 2 .  TesE 12- was prakakly ch r  .;tsar: : : i . ,"6 ..ib 

2 2 conprehensive and blgges: test t h d t  xas t G ?  .:'l,.z.ae 

2 3 undertaken in t h e  ROC 35% r e s t .  : :j 2 &$ 4 L+ 

Lor1 2. MrGowa~;,  ZDF, .:PP 
Latimer Repsrtlng, L i n c c i ~ .  :Jcbr+mha ' S G ;  4 " c c - ' - "  - $ 



Exhibit LM-05s-57 

I was given one in my c f f i c e  e a r l ~ c r .  But 1 Z310?$ -5' 

didn't - -  how f got o u t  here withose it. ~3 - ; 5 . 5 +  

MR. C M I N  : ;mybody here? ; 3 : 2 $ - 2 3  

MR. POST: Sua l e r  needs  one - ii .:+:GI 

CQMMISSICSNER L.A3lDL.9: 2 ; d  4.0~ skL&ra Z f  - Z&~h74  

this with Mary and Latty? as thwy $;no* wiri lk I ,  il c2m76;55 

you ' re using hsre, demonstrat rue type,  w h a ~ e - ~ - ~ r  8 5  la$;gt-$ 

it is? ah a&, : I  

yesterday. AJ.2'  .ej 

MS. FRXESEri: Yes, we hkitlo "Livqni-. :J .2$ .  14 

HR. CRWTtii. ~ k a y .  ~ J : ; & : I %  

COMMXSS?arlffR LAXZ-: B . Y$-+&$I~, 2i:>:; 1 J ;:;g ;$ 

MR, CS%LW. E?4!<2 $3;::6 3; 

its draft final repart :ha: anypie%tt;::ula: i,FGe.ia k3 ; 3 * $ 4  

focus j u s t  on cer ta in  c x e s p c i a f i ~  o r  $:oczi:$?: :QP;~ 

and e ~ c h  S ~ C ~ L Z T ~  of Cfru tm;:T:L?, ~:.;qf:: rz;l :-+* . Lpj,rn:t 

this test =e la te2  zc arecxrci.er, arzes A Z : ~  
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L o r i  J. McCuuan, 22E, KPs 
Latimer Reparting, Lin~rzl:i. b ;~Lraska  $&; +-6--y%2 % A -  - 

provisioning, ftlnctisrra itt:; a38 plrrE.::~+n:a 

Essentiaily what KPE-G teated 3 x 2 ~  ,4139 %$%E 

performance of gwestrs int~etaccs ang ~ f 3 = - ~  , A * n ~  

processes. I a t e r f a c ~ s  are chs Cb&?p~ikET 

interfaces we estabirs5 for thL2s to : ~ s c  $dx $e: 

preorder in$amae,ion. "Emy i~E03";fia: icy!  

about - -  abcsuc, cul ; tba~fa  ss :h:s ,~ t~$ntix%rfi a?$ 

on the i z n e ,  h d  CLEca a&&& asa %h+zse ~~;:eff3:es 

to submit orders t r i G w s B 2  LeLd i;lies't EM:', 

proi+-isions rhe  srdars , 

fa rh.'ts tlt;ts", timesa wi.icrF $5 'hleb aDE;er$ 

criteria, There W:.E 39 - & h e r e  a r d : ~  GSCG 

unsac~sfreA - .  :i;-r& s & : x L $ ; F ~ ~ ~  f % i : , ~ g i i ! : .  : : i ~ t *  

w e r e  ?;-.le c r iEe?r jd  I ~ B ' :  !+@re - * *  t$!;4t. F;~,PT: * % i ;  

u n a b l e  t; dcrcf%rca7 

One of z ; r ~ 3 e  ct-f=e:;~ " S L ~ G  .371 : p g , w  p : : + :  N 3 1  

discussed I;?. t 3 4 *  TAG, .4r::.:ke -&,%s $3:;: %:r & ~ $ L ' J , =  

ASRs are a carra~r, :);?? $ 2  3 " ; ~ t r :  'f:rah .-:,*?,;': 

submit, thr-oi,;gka sri.;rr.f,%,;r ;:x+!;s;S E.rlar:e ?::,a; ,r :  

not  +$cry - " * e n  q v r *  L-= ,  k?CEd:-$<: L: t:rr> j ~ ~ l ; - $ ~ : . ; ~ $  

c e r t a i n  hiy5-sapztc~cy ~.3;r-el;c:% : IRT ::t: i*; :,?* * 

trunk5 2ild t?i ; t" ,  60f: $2; C:i;Z:j 

BeCzuse :i$c2-- i&:; ' t %a S.$ .$ 5; ; : 2 ~ q  2$ 



24 ~ h e s e  and Che ~ a g a * ? ~  cata&: k ~ k c j  r-  i r n s * ~  ti > ?  ,;> %-G 

2 5 l a r g e  volune of ",esa-, IC.;..~ &,::.*::;Y,': C ~ F ; Z L " ~ &  4 % - 3  ' * , F  
* .  r -  - 

Lor- ;. Kcc;a*daz, 3 2 3 ,  r > ~  
tatimer Reporrlng, isr,rraZn, ? i % ? t r d k % t  s?. 

* - ?"-;;'-': 

. - - 

whether  o x  nat  si-, w e t  LAh b~s,;_n!~ht-k:s Eor h k R "  rliill . 

r L . < . - m  a- J:?.Ph particular funcesana: f c y .  Tkey :$:g ' *--- 

funct, lunsil iLles tkat wet-r, CQ+xpa;$kS~ b,!:: 7 : : ~ t -  

- "  " i  proeuctc, that ha6 3 k-,;ghei ~$cliu~~,q$ aaS ar , , .* a ,,I.: 

about t h a t  ir, a ;%tr'ie i i ; % ,  

Pour,  zbe add:t;snai fuus u~:ak;r b~ 

determine abserva::, i&~$  an:$ r$-aeyb ~pr+s rf: P.cAI : 2 

relared to j ~~(s~pnrd]~ DC: ; P S S  %~~;A\ :WE ps*'$f: 

performed w e l l  d r z f ~ t t g  :he :@zt LZ; &@FWA 2k 

provis:c,n;ng the otda"i" ?SRaii': & & r l b  ni:b&k~k+*.5 

t he re  were 3 3 i  jb.'p~~d';' :\QF".I~-".&$ pa,: 1.-,3.':i 

DOZ11CEtS t h a t  W C  keiltt CJ&:fi.:j $ 5 '"l 'Uh-'  z +  * a *  %<B;P> ,(? t?" 'J" 

5 fir-L .. -x\& ,,I - .&&a f ~ " b :  r ?,.,- ', S1>3$r "Y " '7 

volume c;f ;C"rsp&rit:; not;zura t~ 27°C ~".u-::.,-2 * 

we m e t  the Sc~ehfiarkc f :>r &?I.; c c  geh r : , ;.J *".-: 

fcnc::ocal:~ics. .%a&: ,t - % 3 . ~  6 -. I I 

the tact tka: de per f : + - ~ c : i  r ; : ,  w r ;  

There - - 7 " -  ,E., .-'- rS 'hPI@f*o 23 ? r L > . l p l k r  ;- I 

except;oas ra2aEzng t c j  rt+z;t :: :m:, ~ r : r *  

cloued/unrcso~+:eds 

Befbre ue get ',a ;::~".l;rrr* 2 'd : i 8 . r  ,: c r; ,,2 ,-, 



Exhibit LN-OSS-S? 

2 2 just the one not complere criteria rha?> es li~"eb 1J  - 3 ' -  T J  

2 3 in test 12. That relates to an excepticn 2 2 2 2  ;I " >c. pL 

2 4 that KPMG is still retesting. And ;t re la tes  t c b  L J L I G .  i 4  

2 5 certain issues about how we measure OUT $ 3 - 3 :  .zt: 

Lori J. McGowan, PDR, CRE 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska i i Q 2 )  4 ? G - l i ? S  

i B 

perfomlance in divisioning certain proci~tets 

KPMG found somg issues w i t h i  t h a t .  We've 

implemented changes and f i xes ,  a~nd KPPRI 1s 

retesting those as we speak and r eeva2w tzng  

those issues as we speak. And t h a t  w i t 1  b@ 

concluded i n  the f i n a l ,  f m a i  rdlpsrt. 

The exceptions that ware - -  carnc EIQ I& S G # L  

12 that ended up being clo~ecri~'t~.lll~~~h!~"r~I-cc~::? arc t uss 

The flrst 1s exceptlark 3061.  Gx,e?;pkraii 3 0 6 1  

rela:ed to firm order cr?n:irrnrk: iaris af r e ~ a :  rr PBX 

orde r s .  

Flrm crcier con*cirnatnr;n% ?.re the ;!i#!86dijm?: 'u;r- 

s e n d  back - -  Qwcst sends bdck wkcn wc T'fzerve t~ 

local service request and order  fro^ ::the Ctsd 

m d  lt confirms that we'tre r 'eceiyel i  t h e  :~:rfe*z, 

con£ i m s  the informet L G ~  oc t h e  arber and $1 tvrs  

the CLEC the due d a t e  fo r  the p r o Y t s ~ c ! n  tn:,! f:ft 

that order. 

When Qwcst and t h e  CLECs ncgoLia?epi the P i 2  



2 0 performance ~ndicatsr dcf  :n;ct ;an r eLa t  L Z ~  e:. ;; "; tc  

2 1 FOCs, the C t E t s  and mest ag'ee2 ;1pm ze?-t&:f:  ;-, .:; [ :; 

2 2 disaggregatians c h a t  ~e '&oti;rdl r e g ~ r t  st& bc &.. - - s  * ' * *  . - 

2 3 required to meet ~ r !  t h e  Zest. .  &I-& 4 *  a r c x r i 8 ; i r 5 ~  **- rdc:  r ;5  .: : * P  

2 4 s e t  otherwise f o r  PAPS and :ha: aer; .;E :-?.1~9 - - .  - -  :, 6 -  

2 5 Tke dlsaggregat;cne b ~ 2 ? . ~ $  set d ~ ~ z  zr r t ~  : $  2 :  -: 

S u r ~  5 .  h!dGotdA~i, R 2 2 ,  %;?a 
Latimer P,ept;~t ing, .lrl3503 a, gakk-rar-k+a a:: 4 "'5: :_ ;- 7 

:a 

level of PSX - &  resaiz? F3:f ar3er i: ?;~i;a;r 2: dc: E 

were aggrefzazed at a k:glrt. r : di'vn i . 

KPRG declddd tc rcpsrt  :%I% pa: t: &;;ar : s 3 ~ 3  

at the iawcr lei+tr;, r,even ';:~s~,~cjh ;l ~JC:.,::P-TS; 8 

wasr,' e eszabi isknt i  $0: r h ~ c ;  P;IB!: ;~~;!,il: ~~'i>ci,:i;.i Li: 

F W s ,  the bcnckmark l ~ ~ r a  cstw*b; iz:hc:: ? ;I: x esa ta  

orders as a whoie. 

If YO;I lsok a2 0t;r pr3'::l;i3;?l:i:X 3:; 1 r.,.,t 

o u r  - -  both t h e  data ",a: r.ef;:,;zd-+: it: :t..*i t.*-t 

and  the cunmer.c;al da t a  ~ r " , . 5 ?  %: ' < z c  3av:5 : * 2z-i h; A 

month, ue are mee ts33  t?&ra  nea$a;<% X ~ I  : - 1 1 % ;  u 

reqnireci dlsaggregitr ;:ir; be It.,..: 3 : ,r: * :,.I r.3 .,- 

f o r  ~ b e  pseun"c:-CtEf :.xi &=s dc:s i t  k 0: 

consistenLfy n ~ e t  2 ;  i :, 2 A ~ < ?  t - , - ~ " ; t ? ~  : -" &>I Y G G  2, 5 2 .lL% 

weli. 

So this issue really c??";.: Zj<:::p:t( ' .  ::to: :=+P* 



Exhibit LH-OSS-57 

that a particular subset oE 'he reqs:reii 

disaggregation came in during rctesrrng $t a 5 x t  

88 percent r a t n e r  t h a n  95 percent.  Buf, i f  yetr 

look at the disaggregation as -. a t  t3e preper  

l e v e l ,  we met t h e  requi red  benclrmalrk f . 2 ~  :ha? 

disaggregation. 

C6F:MSSSIOtZEEI LF&I;>;LS T s L. b,e r n 

any - -  is t h e r e  agreement wlth %hit$ n e ~ t e - t z n t  0; 

t h e  CLECs or KPMG? You make Lhc? atc l tem~n: that 

Lori J. MCGwaa, RDE?, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Neb~raQks $C-:i + ? d .  L 151 

: U 

you are, i n  f a c t ,  meatlng :ha:; C d r r b t l ,  f h ~  

percent?  

MR. CPAIG: Yes. 

COf.1PlISSiOEi&R tAb:3:Ji% : 3 :$.13+~t'ri.<f~iC~.~,",J 

M y  ques t l on  1s - - T meat;, Ca w r  ha-lc ;tnv:*k:oq 

that shows Chat tt.ir!rt?'s aqr'emcrst ?u~tl'! tP:% 

conclusion? 

MR. CW~X~: .  W ,  L :  pit 1% .,?I 

a l l ,  i n  t h e  d r a f t  f i n a l  repsrr, if .  ::~i, :aiict t , ? i i t ~  , 

you'll n o t i c e  that rkic s:anB&rd i~n;,i t h c  ::r;h-t :?% 

for t h i s  particular mr?aritirT vet'$* - - 5:PW-CJ 

concitlded t h a t  we s a t :  s f  ied t!"iofi?: cr:r@:.:a A;-ct: 

though this except ioa was ~ i a r ~ ~ J ~ t i z , z * ~ ~ r > ~ ~ ~ - c 1  izr 

ended up r r i rh  nrs not satssfied ; I~ : :~CX!S :fi -..!!*a - 
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i n  t e s t  12 as a whole. 

And KPMG acknowledged durlng TAG 

discussions - -  all of these issues iia-ze Sees 

* fully discussed and fully hashed out di r rdr~g LAG 

meetings and otherwise during t b e  ~ o n d i i c t  qf  t ne  

test. And ICPMG acknowledged dur inq  some a: t k ~ . ~  r 

discussions that the PID d o e s n ' t  a c t u a l l y  tequlre 

disaggregation to this level. 

Turning to the next issue, exreptia:: . ' ;Gad, 

this exception is - -  relates ro our m e e ~ l n g  6 

certai-n PID, which is OP-4C, prlnvisianing 

Lori 3. McGawan, R D R ,  CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 5 3 :  4 7 6  t i 5 3  

2 1 

commitments met for t w o  praducta, isuai:tcss IiQTS 

resale and nondispatch LRtE-P, 

This Issue was clasedionresol*:ad :<:.* lG*hr$;T 

for- two reasons. F i r s t  of a l i ,  ;I y z i ~  i(::?b: -.a* 

our pro-gxsroning and perfcrmrrnee t r ;  e cP;i 12 FIB 

whole, we met virtual!:,: e*--cx.:r raqti;rerntl:';: trza 

virtually every s t a n d a r d  in bath r e a r  1; a;,b t,cii: 

14, which  1s  comlng up arid we "1 d rs.;ut;s r r .  

further detall, which is t h e  pkovlsraninzy ;ox::, 

So if you look at how ua did i t :  c t r s ~ a ; i  

during the test, we niet aomc 47  c r i t a r ~ a  &;id 

t h i s  particular one was c l o s ~ 3 / u : ~ r ~ e ~ s l v i n _ d .  



Overall, our performance was very  good. 

Also, as I think was fully discussed here i c  

other proceedings so I won't gec into thar  LR 

greater detail, we have also in our comercia! 

data becn performing extremely well w ~ l t f l  regards 

to provisioning of products for C t E C s ,  i n  

particular UNE-P and business resale. 1 m n ' t  

get into that. But this is one of nsny measu:-es 

in the commercial data world. btt are rneetrng 

virtually every measure for pr~~ii s 10n~:ir3, 

This particular measure we have ne t  for 

nondispatch business POTS for the last e h r e r  

months. We missed it last month fat f.DTE-F. Etlt 

Lori J. McGowan, RDN, CRE 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Neb:rasRa I41221 4 7 6 - l t 5 3  

"3 -r -. .* 

*t wijs  a very small d l f  f e f ~ f f ~ ~ ,  milA dt>:r~::, L\ k c % ;  l 

of a d a j ' ,  vlrtuall;. l i ?Si~n; f>cal : : .  72:2,? 1 : d n ?  

lnslgniflcant number. 

If you look at p r O T i S l D f l t G C J  rsc.:;its TI$ ;I 

whole, which the FCC ilkes t o  loah at rGlthcr  tnan 

the test results, 3 f  t h e y  have - -  if t t ~ ; ; ' r t :  " -  

they are available, wc are doin? -.per;; w e ;  : j l l  

terms of performai~ce on pro.:~siu::ing. 

MR. POST: . C tk t .  

nondlspatoh UNE-P,  was that the osm:nrrz.a! 
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results missed it last month? 

MR. CaAfN: Yes. Mc7?ing on then to 

the next page, which is test 14, prov~sionin$f 

evaluation, we satisfied 20 of these - -  20 ~f the 

criteria in this test. And thls test re:ated ro 

the downstream aspect of test 1 2 .  Tes2 11 

measured how the interface is performed sad t h e  

ordering centers. 

This test evaluated how well we d i d  

provisioning the orders that were suhmit'treb by 

KPMG and HP. 

We satisfied 20 of the criterla here, There 

are 16 unable to determines lis ' ted in the  

final - -  draft final report. I'd like ta cxpfa~f i  

those for a minute because it d~ssls look l i k e  a 

Lori J. McGawan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska 1482) 476-3151 

-5 I ., ..? 
big number, but it really isn't as r i g a t  f tzanc s ~ ;  

it looks. 

12 cf those lsauec are ~ s s u c s  cha r  a re  

waicing resoiutlun o f  Lhe one remasning ~ s s u e  

being retested by KPMG, v h l c h  is extepticfi  f l:!C, 

KPKG is doing some further work on chat, and 

Liberty's doing some f u r t h e r  audlking of cY.zr P I 9  

as a result of  that - -  t h a t  exceprlan. 
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As a result of the fact ehlatr that work isn't 

complete, KPMG listed 12 of the criteria under  

this test as unable to determine. We a11ti~fpdt6 

that those 12 wiil be closed in the Eiruai,  fir:ai 

report. 

The other unable to determine llsced h e r e .  

one of them will actually move so t k a r  we're ' -  

to another status. So there r a , a l i y  are anly IS 

here. 12 of them will close w i t h  the f i n a l ,  

final reporc, we anticipate. 

Three of them relate eu the same issue 5 

talked about in test 12, r:hich is that because wc 

performed well in provisioning, KPMG didn't have 

enough and a significant volume enough ef missed 

and delayed orders to make certlain cor~clur  .3 I ' an$ = 

So three of the c r i t e r i a  in this r.etit werc 

how well we perfarrned in delayed clays; uher: we 

Lori 5. McCawax, RDR, CRR 
Latlmer Reporting, Lineakn, Hebraska 1 4 0 3  4 1 6 ~ : 1 5 7  

, J 

1 mlss an order, how long aacs ~t r a k e  us ts 2 "  

2 correct that and finally complete t h e  ardc;. ' - 
, j  t S  2 3  

3 Because there were so f e u  % : ~ s e ~  i n  cht r s s r ,  I >  j g . - : .  , * 

4 there were not - -  t h e r e  was nfot a ;ar$c encugti 12 L 19.. 

5 volume to conclude - -  f o r  EPWG ra cancZ+.xLr ;j l a :  !e 

6 whether or not we mer t h e  benchmark fc:r c3rLeyr!s! : 7 .  43 ~ 6 3  



7 days in this test. 3,3:)4:4; 

8 There were three not satisfied c r l t e r ~ a .  13 : 3 9 : 4 9  

9 And one of them relates to the :issue t h a t  XPMG lo i3:.39:5.I. 

10 retesting, 3120. So we'll discuss that at the - -  1.3 : 3 9  157 

when the final, final report cornes out, we'll 

discuss it in the first week of  June. 

The other two related to our p r ~ ~ ~ i s ; a r , t r ~ g  33.5 

EELS and dark fiber. And because there weren't 

enough - -  there wasn't a h i g h  cr laugh f ~ s L u n e  of 

EELs and dark fiber during setelsting - -  let mc 

back up and explain this a l i t t l e  bet ter ,  4 

guess. 

During the first rounB of testing, KPMG 

f orlnd some problems with Qwest ' rB provi s inning of 

EELs and dark fiber. The way tlnat these 

particular products are provisioned necesaitatcd 

use of voluntary - -  volunteer CLECs to submir t K c  

orders. 

2 5 When Qwest implemented f ixtes and reirsc!vec! ; 3 ; & ~ $ : 5 3  

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CPR 
Latlmer Reporting, Lincoln. Neb'raska i 4 O Z i  475.  : b: i?  

_I 
.u "), 

1 the issues that were found by KPNG, K3MZ cou;dn7c 1 3 : 3 0 ~ ~ 7  

2 get enough volunteer CLEC orders to r c a c h  n : , j :~; .g:  

3 statistical conclusion on  how weli we perfar~cd 13 . . r ;  2'; 

4 durlng the repest. So ;hey l e f t  t h s s c  t u n  ;?  4 :  ; =  
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criteria as noc satisfied. 

One of them, the EELS provision, reLates c c  

observation 3054, which we first e lec ted  ta t k ~ s e  

unsatisfied. KPMG found some issues with our  

provisioning documents. They wchni: ir: an& d id  a 

really thorough audit of our K and Ps and a E h e r  

documents related to provisionin.c~ and went 

through all of our internal c l o ~ ~ i m r ; n t s  w:th a 

fine-tooth contb and listed any prabiazs che4f 

found with those documerits. 

On EEL provisioning, they found some - the, t 

identified some ~ssues . We resCal3;erf chase LS?;;:CS 

and updated the documentation. & L L ~  bocausc a? 

the time and the Eesting, wi: decided to close 

this one unresolved. 

Because KPMG is doing L h r  i i d b ~  tinns; 

retesting between the draft f i n l k  and eke f : n a I ,  

final, we've asked them r o  cake anothcr- L~- .W,  at" 

this issue. And they've a c ~ u a l : l ; ~  cone k:ih;$. x'lt~cf. 

closed the vast tilajorlty of tb:g~ ~kst?rv~; : ;~ , -z ,  

identified one additional issue : k a v z t :  -'e i;*'l;nr2 

Lori J . MeG~wan. RGH + C;: 
Latimer Reworting, i l ncc ; . !~ ,  Nebraska .id!:. ~f -+5 '  :li,j 

2 s, 

1 to have to wdrk out ~n cbc nexr cnu2:e kcers  :F 4 :  ::- 
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But we anticipate that this one will he 

closed/resolved for the final, final repor t .  

COMMISSIONER LAND1'S: We o.tjgt3all:: 

concluded that there was just ricr activity or. 

provisioning of the EELS in Nebraska, f t h r n k ,  

earlier. 

Now, that picture's chang~:! sonebbhat vezy 

recently. And you had some request Ear 

provisioning EELS. Are you looking avrhcse  new 

requests? Are you measuring those against t he se  

standards or not? Are you just lerting KPMQ uark 

through a pseudo-CLEC and - -  I mean, port nt% hni~c  

some solid requests, it's my unc$tsrs~anciin3, 

perhaps I'm mistaken there, sQmtr requcs", you 

could be measuring against t h e s e ,  

MR. CRATN: We da measure :n our 

performance report our performarace f a t  EEL 

provisioning. And those are included in our 

performance results every month. I, Lo ba 

honest, can't tell you what t hose  loo% l i k e  rFlghL 

now. But if you'd like, we can s8dresh: those r n  

the final, final workshop. 

But KPMG actually - -  t o  be i n c i s d e b  I n  th42 

test, KPMG had to be there to wat,t;t.t thr. urdcr  and 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (40" 467f - : :f 3 
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2 ?  

everything from the beginning to the end. So 

those orders aren't going to be included in the 

test results, but they will be reported in our 

performance measure results. 

COMMISSIONER LANDKS: My question 

is, I think you've answered it, is, you do have 

some experience in Nebraska and you are reporting 

those results to Mr. Palazzolo c)r Mr. Hand or 

somebody monthly? 

MR. CRAIN: That's correct. 

COMMISSIONER LAPJDTS: That's how 

they're being measured and everythinp? 

MR. CRkIN: We file monthly, and 

they're publicly available on our website. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Okay, Thank 

you. 

MR. CRP-IN: Sure. So that's it for 

test 14. 

Test 16 is the functional and performance 

evaluation for what is known as CEMR. CSMR is a n  

acronym that I don't even know what it stands 

Tor, but it is our i~terface - -  graphical user 

interface. Its web base is basically I r k @  a G U L .  

It's like a windows-based system for CLECs to use 

to submlt trouble reports when the:; find problems 

Lori J. McGowan,  R3R, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ;4C:j 4 - 6  - : ~ ' 5 3  
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2 8 

that need to be repaired. 

KPMG did a thorough evaluation of that 

interface, identified numerous problems which we 

fixed and resolved. And, overall, our 

performance on retesting and our performance of 

this interface right now is excellent. 

We satisfied 27 of the criteria in the draft 

final report. 

There was one criterion that was not 

satisfied. And that related to exception 3107. 

Exception 3107 was relating to the volume test, 

the capacity test of test 16. Test 16 had two 

phases, one - -  two big parts. One was an overall 

analysis of how the interface performed on a 

normal basis. But KPMG also conducted a capacity 

test to this interface to make sure that it could 

handle reasonably foreseeable demands. 

There were 13 benchmarks that were set that 

we needed to meet during the capacity test. 

Those are essentially benchmarks for returning 

certain notices and returning iniormatlon for 

certain requests. 

During the normal volume test that - -  the 

capacity test is broken down into three phases, 

One is che normal volume. One is a peak volume, 
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Lori J. McGawan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 6 0 2 )  476-1153 

2 9 

vhj.ch is a higher volume. One is a stress 

volume, which is even a higher volume than that. 

The - -  during - -  at the normal level, we met 

a11 13 of the required benchmarks. 

At the peak volume, the higher volume, we 

met 12 of the 13 benchmarks and missed one of 

them, nondesign edit transactions, by 3 seconds. 

We returned them in 27 seconds rather than 2 4 .  

And the stress test, even though there 

rrerentt actual benchmarks set, it was a 

diagnostic test just to make sure things didn't 

really fall apart. We performed at virtually the 

same level that we did on the peak test, which is 

wc met 12 of the 13 benchmarks. 

So overall, if you look at our performance 

on this test, it really was excellent. There's 

really no issue that this interface can handle 

reasonably foreseeable demand. 

The one transaction that was missed, if you 

look at the amaunt of those transactions we get 

i n  real life, they make up about half of a 

percent of the M and R transactions like this we 

receive in real life. So the one parricular 

benchmark we met or we missed by a l i t t i e  bit 
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1 5 really isn't very - -  used very much in real life. 1 3 : 4 7 : 5 6  

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-1153 

3 0 

So : really don't think there's any issue here in 

h h e  long sun to look at whether or not this 

interface can handle reasonably foreseeable 

darnand, This test demonstrated that it can. 

MR. POST: Mr. Crain, can you kind 

nf give the comsission a feel maybe in this case 

and i f  rhexels other cases like it the difference 

between what are typical normal volumes and what 

may have been tested as peak volumes, if there is 

hl dl,atinction? Whenever that's relevant, if that 

s ~ u l d  be cleared up for the commission, that 

m i g h t  be helpful. 

MS. NOTARIANNI: Okay. I 

npolugize. This is Lynn Notarianni. I don't 

have the actual numbers of transactions. But 

relatively speaking, what they did, which was 

similar to the preorder and order capacity test 

i,s chcy ran the normal test at a volume 

projection that would have been approximately, 

you know - -  I believe at the time would have been 
what the forecasted level of activity would have 

bean fcr about March 2002. Then the peak test 
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1: 3 was 150 percent of the narmal volume. And then 13:49:02 

2 lt 'he otress test was 250 percent of the normal 13:49:06 

13 :49:09 

3 1 

T believe that for this particular 

~sansaction, the peak volume, to tell you how new 

it i s ,  was roughly 30 transactions. 

MR. POST: The percentage is 

accually what I was looking for. Just so they 

have a feel that the peak is going to be, you 

know, like, a hundred-year flood or something 

l i k e  that, that it isn't something that would 

nurrna:ly be experienced. Okay. 

MS. NOTARIANNI: Right. 

MR. POST: Thank you. 

MR. CF&IN: Moving on then to test 

I A  which is end-to-end trouble report processing, 

this - -  in this test KPMG fully evaluated our 

a b i l i t y  to handle trouble reports as we received 

them, get the tickets from CLECs, figure out what 

t h e  problem is and then fix the problem as it - -  

and then report back to the CLEC the resolution 

of all that work. 



i - 
1: - t r ; i ~ Y $  r, W ~ B  i C 1  satisfied criteria here in the 13 :50:05 

* = 
T * 4 h. .6.&tt :aria; report .  KPMG listed one c r i t e r i a  as 13:50:09 

. - . . 
: I , : ~ n ~ , e  ?d ?&?teyrrr:n~ and t w o  as n o t  satisfied, 13:50:14 

A 2 

6 i "li<l.~~yf; C;nr unhblc to determine and one of the n o t  13 :50 : 19 

2 % ~ ~ r r a f f i s d b o t h r a l a c e t o c h e ~ a m e i s s u e a n d t h e  13:50:23 

:; 4, same cxsaptian, This is exception 3055. 13:50:26 
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In t h a c  exception KPME looked at the 

-:nf i3 rmnt  inn  we provided back to the pseudo-CLEC 

one& Me were done repairing the f a u l t  and fixing 

eha paablem and vcritied we had t h e  accurate what 

f?! c ~ 2 l e d  close-out code on the notice that we 

a m 5  back, , i i d  these close-out codes are fairly 

;.r;.t.,g, If'bey contain many different indicators. 

$;CJ i t  t h ~ r c  was anything wrong in those close-out 

sfid$:$, KPPIG counted chat as a miss againsc Qwest 

and @eG a 95mpexcent benchmark for Qwest to meet 

irasxc, bcr~chrnark that wasn't negotiated to set up 

:ha  zest  and ir la$r~'t p a r t  of t h e  PID: I t  was 

i i?!.t- Ewger83 ly ectahl~shed by KPMG. 

But the really impor tan t  thing to know in 

rk : c  rxcept iuq  i s ,  really, that the issue that 

$i%c identified by KPMG shouldn't have any real 

,rnp~ct i n  real 3:fe on CLECs. 
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? T i  First of all, we've implemented new 

1 9 praceoses and procedures to make sure we do this 

'i C; 
du + particular coding a little better in the future. 

'I 
+ i But  for the vast majority of problems they found, 

? -7 -.. they found problems with the last couple of 

2 5 digits in the close-out codes rather than the 

% 4 first couple of the digits. The first couple o f  

2 5 digits are the ones that count. They are the 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-1153 

3 3 

ones that say is this Qwest's fault or was this a 

CLEC- caused problem. 

And essentially if it's a CLEC-caused 

problem, Qwest then would charge the CLEC for 

that - -  for its work in handling that trouble - -  

trouble ticket. The vast majority of times, it's 

coded as a Qwest issue; and the CLEC isn't 

charged. 

So the issue of is Qwest being paid isn't 

really impacted by - -  or is the CLEC being 

charged isn't really impacted by these close-out 

codes . 

The other thing to note in terms of our 

provisioning here is that we are perfarming - -  

and 1 think we've - -  this commission has gone 
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through this in detail - -  very well overall in 

our maintenance and repair provisic~ning as well. 

Moving on to the next issue, exception 3 0 5 8 ,  

this, once again, relates to a benchmark that was 

unilaterally established by KPMG. And in this 

particular case, KPMG established a benchmark 

that said we need to fix and in a way that KPMG 

thought was the way to do it the problems - -  they 

went out and induced problems in our network and 

then figured out if we fixed those problems 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, C:RR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 0 2 )  476-1353 

3  4 

correctly. And if we did something that they 

considered to be wrong, they counted it against 

us and set a 95-percent rate for us to meet to - -  

in terms of fixing the problems. 

The CLECs and Qwest in establishing the test 

actually negotiated specific PID relating to this 

issue MR-7, which is repair repeat reports. It's 

the only way to really measure this I n  real lile, 

which is if you do something - -  if you fix this 

or don't fix the problem, the customer's going to 

call in another repair ticket. 

So what c hat measure does in real life is 

measured that iscue, and the standard set with 
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the - -  with the CLECs was parity with retail. 

We've met that measurement in the resk  2cr 

the entirety of the test. And we met t;?a"L 

measurement here in - -  in Nebraska consisterktly. 

We met it for the last £oar rnclntlhs in POTS 

and UNE-P, dispatched orders or trcublc tickets; 

and then nondispatched trouble ticleets, k5e've m e t  

it in 11 of the last 12 months. 

Even during the test where we missed KPEi:G7s 

benchmark, we only missed it by a little bxt. 

The 95-percent benchmark was established by KPMZ. 

And we came in at about 92.28 percent. Sc - -  

Lori J. McGowan. RDR, CXR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (1 0 2 ;  4 7g -  1: $3 

3 5; 

COtilMISSIONEFZ L.Al?DTS : ' $ t ha 

slgnlflcance of the - -  t h e  C U S ~ O I T I ~ T   ha^ t10 dalZ 

in; rlght? 

MR. CRAIM: That's carrcc'. 

COMMISSIONER LAKDiS : $<xi:! KFE.32 r;n r $ 

regardless of whether t h e y  call or :ICE, 9: i : l 

want it repaired within a t e i - t a i ~  ?er,zzi: cf ::me. 

or is that - -  

Ms. CRAIN: What KPXZ d i d  wat; - - 
and KFMG's issue wlth us ing  t k z s  Keasure was r h a L  

they called I n  the troubles themselves. Tkcy 



submitted trouble repcrts. So there really 

wasn" an end user customer to call in originally 

or to submit a second trouble repor't. 

So rather than - -  what KPMG di15 was issued 

observations and exceptions when they saw a 

problem rather than issuing new trouble reports, 

So KPMG technically didn't resubmit trouble 

reports if we didn't correct them right the f i r a t  

time. So rather than just counting the nunber  of 

times they - -  that we missed something as 

technically them resubmitting an order, they 

established this 95-percent benchmark. Test - -  

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: I guess 1 - -  
I don't want to prolong this, but obviously 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR,  CRR 
Latirner Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 0 2 )  476-1153 

3 13 

you've had a collaborative effort. I'm 

wondering, why is it necessary to c a l l  back L n  

order to trigger a measurement of how quickly yan 

repaired it? I mean, isn't that t h e  measurement: 

You get a trouble report, h a w  long does it take 

me to fix that line and then parity between my 

customer and the CLEC customer, 

MR. CR1\XN: There are a variety :f 
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measurements that relate to our performance In 

maintenance and repair. One of them is how 

quickly we repaired a fault as we receive a 

trouble ticket. That's not what we're dealing 

with here. 

COMMISSIONER LANUIS: Fine. 

MR. CRAIN: What we 're dealirlg wirh 

here is did you fix it right the first time. And 

to measure that, the only way to really measure 

it is to get somebody to call in aga in .  

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: IS to get: tale 

call back. Now I understand. Thank you. 

MR. CRAIN: Okay. Test: 23 is 

something I will skip over because we will be 

dealing with that i n  the second half of ~ h i n  

presentation relating to chanae mar,8agemenk. 

There's one closed/unresolved obseivarion . - or 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, C#R 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska O O Z j  '116- ; ? f >  

3 7 

1 exception in test 23 that i '11 handle d u r i n g  c ~ r r  13 : 5 7  : 4 7  

2 secorid hour here today. XI:'c.i':.j': 

3 Test 24.6 is the final rest that has a ~ ! ~  13 a 57; .i:? 

4 closed/unresolved observations or uxceprlons. : 3 : 5': :5:6 

5 This is a test of how well we assist CLECn ~n 12::8-Qi 

6 building to our En1 interface, actually, two 13 : r ~ $  -0% 
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interfaces, our ED1 interface, which is the 

computer-to-computer interface, which essentially 

hooks up a C L E C ' s  back-end system with our Sack 

end system so that they can get preorder 

information and submit orders as w : t i l .  

They also looked at - -  but at a less 

detailed level - -  the GB-TA interface, which is 

the maintenance and repair interface which does 

pretty much the same thing. It hooks up the 

back-end system of the CLECs and our back-end 

system so they can automatically send trouble 

reports to us and get information about t rouble 

reports as well. 

We satisfied 46 o f  the criteria in this 

test. And this whole test, it's a very campkex 

process building a interface - -  for a CLEC to 

build an interface to our computer-to-computer 

interfaces. We have a vast  amount of infarmation 

we proL.lde to CLECs for building those 

Lori J. KrGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reportrng, L i n c o l n ,  Nebraska t 4 0 2 !  4 7 6 - 1 5 5 3  

3 8 

1 interfaces. We also have dedicated teams of ?3:59:18 

2 people who assist CLECs in doing - -  i n  b u i l d ~ ~ n g  13:59:19 

3 those interfaces. i-3:59:24 

4 KPMG and HP both evaluated this thoroughly 13:59:27 
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and conclud~d that we do assist and that we do 

meet 46 of the criteria here. 

M d  one of the important things to remember 

is that HP successfully built to our ED1 

interface at least three times - -  I think it says 

four in this document. It's actually to three of 

our releases. So HP, there's no doubt HP proved 

that a CLEC coming in to our region can 

successfully build to our interfaces and could 

successfully build to interfaces as they change 

as well as new releases come out. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: What was the 

cost of that undertaking? 

MR. CRAIN: For HP to do it? 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS : Yes. $mybody 

to do it. I just want - -  if you know. 

MS. NOTARIANNI: Yeah. This is 

Lynn. The cost can vary quite a bit, depending 

on whether a CLEC decides to do the development 

completely themselves or whether they go through 

a software vendor that we refer to as a service 

Lori J. McGowan, R D 4 ,  CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402.1 476-1153 

3 9 

1 bureau. And sunietimes those service bureaus 14 : 6 0 : 3 ' 7  

2 already have component pieces already built that J4 :00 :40  
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they just then work with the CLECs and kind of 

recertify and retest the interface to us and 

they're ready to go. 

If - -  and this - -  again, this is my 

estimate, not having any cost information from 

the CLECs or - -  and I don't have information even 

from HP that would split out just that piece of 

the work that HF did. But I would say on the low 

end, you're probably at - -  probably $100,000 or 

more. And at the high end, depending on if you 

build to the full suite of functionality, if you 

say it takes, you know, 10 man years of time, 10 

developersf time for a year, generally they 

can - -  at the quickest, they could probably build 

this in about three months, But let's say 

they're building a pretty big breadth of it, a 1 4 : 0 1 : 4 0  

million dollars. 14 :01 :43 

It can be extensive if you do the full 14 :01:45 

package. And it, again, depends on how they go 14:01:48 

about their development. 14;Q1:52 

COMMISSIONER LAl;rDIS : Okay. Thank 14 : 01. : 5 4 

you, Lynn. 14:01:5S 

14:01:5'7 MR. CRAIN: One aspect of this 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-1153 
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development of interfaces is what KPMG focused sn 

for the two not satisfied crlteria vtrich r e l a z e  

to actually three separate excepc2cs:Is tk3t WQZ'C 

closed/unresolved. Md ghat is rhtt tee; ;ng 

environment that Qwest 2ro-:ides tc CtEPs k$ea 

they are in the process cf deve?z2~ng  tkcr:. 

interfaces .  

We have actually t w o  separa te  test 

environments for CLECs to use. O n e ' s  ca l ied  

interoperability testing; and then as a rcsk!t  at 

some of the issues that came EIF 1% the t E ? S t i d i f  

and in other places, we developed a s t and -a lone  

test environment called SATE, stand-al~na ccsr  

environment, SATE. XPMC tsunu sainie i gsilss u11:ij 

SATE. Irr's a fairly new r e s t  e???;ranme:ze, 

He ha-~t.. done sene eex~ensivc rat-isi-cnr:~ t3 

that environme?& to a t j d r e s ~  mafly a;f 6PMGrs 

c o n c e r n s .  These w e r e  clased!uflre&03ucd bccm~~~sc a 

couple of pleces af that d ~ ? ' t $ ~ g i s p ~ m h t  are gs.: ng t z t ~  

h a p p e ~  I n  t;hc f u t ~ r e  sc3 rhnc KPMG sr"dsrL2t ar;Lr: ta 

review conpletely that a$dit.zarial f ;krure 

development . 

We have 2 9  CtECc LC t c t s l  whC i:aLJc ha::: t.:,:.. 

our EBI Interface. LO af :kern have iae:j ?hc  X:/Cf 

environnient and s;rccer;s tn!: iy use5 $A:"? ;:> ttrs: 

L c r i  J ,  McGoraz, kDK, f2f 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoir;, bebzaskn id92  . t" :%-: l iz j  
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and to develop their EISI ir,tesfat=i@s 

26 CLECs nave successfull;. used :ne 

interoperability environment, cur f $ i d c ~  

environment, to go into praAu~t:zn w:Z:i ::~'zr. Z l ' f  

interface. SG if YOU i 5 0 k  at wk&t k ~ i ~ 2 e i i ~  ;:: 

resl life, these's realty no issue :biaE 22,628 h n l  

HP has dernonsrrateci t i t a t  ra:: r:"f:te;h-L'+= - L f L  - j +--.'j % cc L t dk 

and ef f ickent1.y develop E D I  ~atcrfacns *~t%~z 

Qwest's region. 

Exceptian 3077 was the  f i rh r  exreprion 

relating to the SATE environmenL. And r n  c? , ;~  

that exception, KPMG idenenl:ed a k h o t e  hast c i  

issues with the env i ro~ rnen~ .   an^ i t  raa!!.~ :aaq 

down to the big issue was is I:: skr's: Ki:PPttd3 ,Gal lc2.t. 

a real-world t e s t  enurronrneat- 

t b ~ d  a c n u p . 1 ~  of the :sguea "$?st K?th:i"; :;',-141~ a l p  

w ; t h  were '&at-, the .-, o i  ;~;rraW k t ;  I;)T.c~P:?: 

preorder transazrirj;;s didti ' t: ant.o:ctat : c i s :  :1 : :a& 

through and ye t  a respansa i$uXahs'k. : ca i : A; 

generated back Etlcsur:c I:, tias a sep:rtntfi+ :s*.' ii i- 

environment, and v;ra EIiCli:* t have + - w ?, : t : r; t t 

out and rebuiid a l l  of  c c r  riitck-E:LA :..?'a;l;h7*%, 

Some of the t ransacr .   in;^:; - ~r r ~ a r ~ ~ ~ $ , - - ?  i:::~e 

were being sent by a persan 3:: tk~c c - p : ? i t ~ ~ ? : .  a:dc 

When KPMG i d e ~ t i f ~ e d  ?,?I:% i s s s e ,  k ~ r . ~ r  

t & ?$..? < 
i _ - ...-. L ,_ 

i:g < s:j, 

?, 4 't. . .I 5 
G-.-& ., - " 

3a:;CT&i, ii _ 

4 i ,* ;.G>.rS:! 

i+ '< ,$_3 e.5 
w. .. 

, & ; ,;:. 'V .. x '% - <. ;.% ,. 9 :* 

?$-QJiQi% 

1.2: ?.*.,!. @&::@":' - 

~.I;~+.CQ 

: 4 i $-> $4 5 !&*$. 
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developed flow-through capability. It kas 5ee5 

deployed in the western reginn. ,find it's b e ~ n g  

deployed in the eastern and central rc3ion,  

including in Nebraska i n  mid May. 

A couple of the other issues that cane 

through - -  that were identifled by KPMG kcre 

related also to the kind - -  whether or nar Eke 

transactions generated back wore exack matches t o  

transactions rhat a CLEC ~oufd see i l r  the r e a l  

worid. And in the vast majarity of timas, t h a ~  

is the case. 

There are saw2 transaccionl  tiat at &re 

necessarily a little different. a d  w e  d6 

publish t h a t  information Lo CLECs so r k a t  whca 

they're developing i t  to E D I ,  tile)' understand 

that and when they're using t h e s e  test: 

transaction environments, they u n d c r s t a n s  that. 

The next exception, except ioz  3C95 ,  re%ate:: 

to the fact the SATE that - -  the stand-a:anh t r c ;  

environment, does not support every s i n g l e  YNE 

product or resale product "Laat IS ~ i i j 7 @ ' 3 ) " C ~ C 2  h.j. 

the E D 1  interface. 

We developed SATE. And there are, fraxk!3$,  

some products that w e  tech~ically suppar ;  ofi s Q r  
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2 5 E D 1  interface that CLECs never o:rder and probably i4:QS:iL5 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, 222 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebr,aska 1432 :  4 3 6 - 2 x 5 3  

4 3 

never will. Things, like, stand-alone swrrchrng, 

there's just really not a whole lot of reason far 

a CLEC to ever order that produc't. 

What we did is we developed the stand-aiaf ie  

test environment and provided the capabiiity to 

test all products that CLECs had built ED: 

interfaces to. 

So any product and transaction that C;EC hat3 

built ED1 interface - -  ED1 interfaces ti;, we tnatic 

sure that SATE supported those products  and 

transactions. 

We've also worked out a process w ; t h  C iECa  

to aiiob: them t o  s u b m i t  change requesis th ro t iyh  

our change management process. And Qwcsz and the 

CLECs jointly prioritized change reques t5  to the 

SATE environment, rnclsdnng addition of n e w  

products. 

When this exception came o u t ,  Qwesr r o s u e d  

change rsquests for all of the additlona! 

products that SATE didnl t support. The v a s t  

majority of those were priuritlzed extremely icv*+ 



22 by t h e  CLECs. Two of them were prlorltazed z d - : 5 5  

2 3 fairly high. hnd those a r e  scheduled to be 1.;. 8 8  c7> 

2 4 included in our ED1 11.0 release. i+  - G 5 . $ 2  

2 5 The final exception - -  and T t h ~ n k  l i r n  :$ :2 

Lor1 J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska !401t . h t i i a '  11 53 
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meeting my time limit here - -  

COMMISSIONER viANDtS : T ' v e  been 

watching. 

MR. CRAIN:  B u X  ssho!ildn'",etr 

too - -  I shouldnrt say that. 1'11 jin2s-r ;ti4+e3f, 

Final exception is exception 3103, which  

relates to our - -  one mare thing on chc !ask 

exception. Even thase products t h a t  arc no: 

supported in SATE, every single produet 1% 

supported xn the interoperahi li ty e n v i  r o n m n t  ribc 

2 6  C L E C s  ha-U-e succes s fu i ly  u s e d .  Su eqy*eh f s r  a 

product t h a c  isn't in SATE, the o the r '  t e e :  

environment 1s avai3abl.e. 

ME. POST: Mr. Cra in ,  e re  tklooc: 

options, SATE, the intcroperabil~:y, n ~ t r u a l l y  

exclusive? Or can they use a cor3ina:ion s: a l l  

of those? 

MS. NOT&!I.kK3EI: This is krsnn. 

Essentially therg's - -  there is a threc-step 
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2 0 process that we use for testing~. First, they 14 :04.it 

2 1 establish network corn activity with us. Then I4:G3;12 

2 2 that second phase is actually where the 1.1 :G9: 1 8  

2 3 interoperability testing and SALTE piece comc in. 14:09:2Q 

2 4 The CLECs - -  and this is a.lso explained in : 4 : 0 5 : 2 5  

2 5 published documentation to the CLECs - -  can use 1 4  :09:2%3 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebiraska 14023 4 7 6 -  ! 153 
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one or both of those in order to move to the 

final step where they actually test orders in 

production to make sure that it - -  that their 

interface is ready to go. 

And so we have - -  I'm not sure we've ever 

had any CLECs yet use both of them within the 

same software release and do testing 1.n both af 

them. But they certainly can. 

And given the nature of the way the inter - -  

the test environments were established, SATE rs 

primarily used when a CLEC is trying to de:ec?ap 

their own EDi software, where interopesabil~ry 

testing is often used once they're ready to test 

with us. 

It would make sense to me if I were a 

devel~per to actually use a combinatl~n of  D o t i :  

of those if you really wanzed to be sol23 anS 



1 6 make sure your interface was ready to go. They :41:113:ZC 

19 have an option of doing either one; and we'li 14:10:22 

2 0 allow them to go to the next step, having kind of 14:iD:24 

2 1 passed the exit criteria for either or both of 14: 10 : 2 5  

2 2 those. ., 
i . 3  : I f 2  : 2B 

2 3 ME. POST: Thank you. 74 :10:28 

2 4 MS. NOTARI-WNI : Sure. 14 : i 3 : 2 9  

2 5 MR. CRAIN: So the final exception, 13:10:3; 

Lori J. McGowan, PJIR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-llS2 
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exception 3109, relates to our EE-TA e3virnnment 

or interface for maintenance and re~air, 

This is a computer-to-com;,utes interface 

that's used by severs: CLECs to submit t r o u b l e  

reports to Qwest. 

And KPMG had an issue with the fact that  the 

test environment for this particular interface 

included some transactions that went ir.;o actua' 

back office systems. Because we hadn't .  deuelopcci 

a complete copy of all of our downstream systems, 

we, during this kind of testing, allowed a c o u ~ i e  

o f  transactions to go into one o f  the back-end 

systems; and they are automatically stupped a r  a 

certain point in the back-end system. 

So to the extent t h a r  :he CLZCs are iooking 
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for real - lif e experience, there s nothing more 

real life than that. 

But two issues on this. First of all, CLECS 

have proven that you can successfully develop 

using the test environments @rest provides to our 

EB-TA interface. Probably the most important 

issue far your consideration here today is that 

the FCC in the Texas order clearly stated that 

this interface itself, electric bonding, 

computer-to-computer interfaces for maintenance 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Neibraska ( 4 0 2 )  476-1153 

4 7 

and repair, are not required for the purposes of 

2 7 1 .  

So if the interface itself is not required, 

then clearly the test environment issue should 

not hold up any 271 application. 

That is it. There's one additional 

observation - -  I mean, exception that we will 

discuss later in the change management test. But 

I guess the thing I would stress is we've tested 

for two years. We've done the most thorough 

comprehensive test in the country. CLECs have 

had opportunities on these exceptions and on 

every other issue that came up to fully air any 



issue that came up during the ROC testing. 

And we've gone through that testing. We've 

passed it. We've passed well over 500 criteria. 

All you see left are these handful of open 

observations and exceptions or closed/unreso~ved 

obser~ations and exceptions. And none of them 

rises to the level of anything that you aughr to 

be concerned about when reviewing our application 

and determining whether or not we provide 

nondiscriminatory access to OSS. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Okay. Thank 

you, Mr. Crain. Any questions of Mr. C r a m  

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (4021 476-1153 
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before we move to Mary? And then we'll - -  C h r i s ,  

if you or Buster have some ohsertraticns z fLc r  

Mary's spoken, you may do so at that timc. 

Okay.  mar;^. 

COMMISSIONER LOHELL JOHNSON: She 

has 10 minutes? 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS : $10. F.!arlf has 

an hour. And we'll give Qwesr another 10 mlnures 

after Mary ' s . 

MS. TRISBY: Thank you, 
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Commissioner Landis. Should 1 go ahead? 

COmISSIONER LA1WI.S : Yes, Ma az. 

iherybody here? If you - -  Lowell, if you xant to 

move closer down here to Mary. 

COMI.IISSIONE2 LOWELL JOHNSON: NO. 

I'm okay. 

COMMISSIONER LR'NDIS : Chris ,  yo^? ' re 

able ro hear? 

MR. POST: I'm fine. 

COMNISSIONER LRbTDIS : Go ahead, 

Mary. 

MS. TP,IBBY : Thank you, 

Commissioner Landis, I'm having a little bit of 

trouble hearing you; and because there's kind of 

a delay on the phone, if you guys w a n t  to 

Lori 3 .  McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 0 2 1  476-2153 
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interrupt to ask a question, please just kccp 

trying until I stop. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: A l l  right* 

MS. TRIBBY: I don't thlzll;, I ' l l  

need a whole hour either, so hopefully t h a t  will 

help with the time this afternoon. 

with  respcct to the observations and  

exceptions that are open and w i t h  rerpec: tb c h ' ~  
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test as a whole, I would just say, you know, I 

agree with Andy that this has been an extenslye 

test and Qwcst has I think wo~rked haze to fix a 

number of things that have been identified. AnJ 

we - -  we commend them for that. And I think 

their systems have gotten better through c h i s  

test. 

There are, however, as w e ' r e  discussing 

today, some areas where Qwest determined they 

would proceed even though problems that were 

identified by the vendors were not f i x e d .  >;\nd we 

do think that those are worthy of the 

commission ' s attention, and you need tm lcok 

carefully at those when making your final 

determination. 

One - -  one thing to point out is that in 

the - -  I think the seven observations and 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 4 4 6 - 2 2 5 3  

1 exceptions that don't relate to CMP, the orles !? :15:32 

2 that I'm going to discuss, six of thase seuec are : ; r ? S ; 3 &  

3 exceptions and not observations. And exceptions 14::5-40 

4 are more significant as a general matter than are I $ $ : L ~ : < s ~  

5 observations. 714 : 1 5 4 9  

6 For example, Andy w a s  just discussing 1-4 : IS:5:  
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exception 3120 that KPMG has issued recently, 13 : 1 5  : 54 

And that exception started out as a couple of 14:15:54 

observations. And KPMG decided to close those 14:lrf;:23 

observations and, in their worlds, escalate t h e  - 
LC* : l % : O S -  

unresolved issues to exception. L4:36:19 

So I think the fact thst (Qwest has chosen to L4:iS:lP 

take a closed/unresolved on some exceptions as i;:,16:!9 

opposed to observations is somewhat significant, 14:16:21 

I also thinlc that the fact that KPMC; who has 

been a vendor across the country believed these 

problems they were identifying were significant 

enough to warrant the opening of an obsert-ation 

or an exception is important to focus on, They 

could have agreed with Qwest that the problem was 

sufficiently solved and closed these as resolved. 

But they chose not to do that. 

Andy commented a couple of times abaut the 

fact that these observations and exceptions have 

been discussed among the TAG and the opportunity 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latlmer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 401 )  475-2153 

S 1 

1 to - -  given to comments. And I would certainly 33:17:06 

2 agree with that. 14 : 3 7 : 0 2  

3 That doesn' t mean, though, that there s 14 : 37 : i.Q 

4 always been agreement or that the issues being 14:17:%> 
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raised by the CLECs have necessarily been taken 

into account in the final dislpositinn 

I think it is true that we've had an 

opportunity to file our cornmemts. B u t  t h a t  

doesn't mean - -  I don't think you shcuid t ake  

that to mean that all issues lare r e ~ ~ i ~ e I j ~  

There are times when Qwe15r says wbcre 

they've taken something a£ clasediunresoltird t i t a t  

you should look at commercial performance ~~~~~~s 

instead. And I think that: thlsse can a f s n  be 

useful. 

We had a hearing a few necks ago i a  SebrasRa 

with respect to commercial pe:rfosmance rcsul t s  . 

And I think those do help La Itell 6ha s t o r y  aburn'c 

Qwestls perfomiancre. Although. ehervl a re  a 

number of products , as we discussed pre.tci ous I:*, 

where there's not a lot of vo'lurne in Nehz&skh anti 

particularly in those cases 1 Chink the resiilto 

found in the OSS tests do prwvida a backup far 

Nebraska in addirion to what they have Ear f k i ~ i r  

own performarrce results ir: the scclec 

 lor^ J. McGowan, PaR, CFR 
Latimer Reporting, Linco?~, Nebraska i 3 0 2 )  4?& - k 1:r3 

5 7 

I Andy discusseci  a little hi'; exceprrc;;~ 3x20, 1.t 19 2 :  

2 which i s  the sub-ject of a num?;er sf the : :.8 . 2 5  



observations and exceptions that are still open 

that have not been satisfied. And I think that 

observation - -  that exception is in~portant to 

focus on because it relates specifically to the 

reliability and accuracy of Qwest's commercial 

performance data, which is one of the things that 

Qwest is asking you today to look at where they 

have decided to take an observation or an 

exception of closed/unresolved. 

And I know we'll discuss this exception in 

the future when we talk about the OSS test. B u C  

because it has to do with a number of these 

observations, I think it's important just to be 

aware of it. 

And what it is is there were two 

observations leading up to this exception which 

remains open, one of which found data integrity 

issues with Qwest's calculatic~n of their P I D  

results. 

And what KPMG found, "Ths impact a f  rhat 

observation, which is now an exception, was 

without accurate recording of PTD results, 

regulatory commissions and CLECs have no way of 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (4021 47G-1153 
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knowing if Qwest is providing an environment in 

which CLECs are able to compete. Additionally, 

assuming eventual 271 release is granted to 

Qwest, accurate PID data will be required by the 

regulators to insure that therte is no backsliding 

by Qwest once it is allowed to reenter the 

in-region long-distance market." 

COMMISSIONER L-W3IS : Mary, Frank 

Landis, can I ask a question? How does the 

Liberty audit process apply to the issue you're 

raising here? You're talking about the integrity 

of the data. I thought that was - -  I thought 

that's what Liberty was supposed ta be auditing 

or checking. 

MS. TRIBBY: Commissioner Landis, 

it was. And that was one of the reasons why when 

we were Lefore you on the - -  i n  the performance 

workshop, we thought it was important to wait for 

i(PMG1s evaluation because Liberty took a number 

of products in a nutnher of sta'ces with a few 

CLECs that were willing to participate and did a 

data reconciliation effort. It's certainly that 

useful instructive with respect LG t h c  aczuracy 

and the reliability of Qwest's data. 

2 5 As you know, as we brought out at i h e  1 4  :20:59 

Lori J .  McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latirner Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska 1402)  4 7 6 -  i 1 5 3  
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hearing, we don't think Liberty went far enough 

in assuring itself that the data problems have 

been cleared up. And what we now have - -  by r h e  

way, the Liberty audit looked at data in the 

January to June of 2001 timeframe. 

COMMISSIONER LAND1:S: Okay. 

MS. TRIBBY: It did not, for the 

most part, look at any more recent data than 

that. That was an agreed-upon interrral by the 

parties. 

What KPMG is now dolng as part of ~ t s  

testing obligations is doing its o m  

reconciliation of cRe pseudo-CLEC data that it 

prod~ces with - -  or that HP procluces with Lna 

pseudo-CLEC data that Qwes: produces. Pmd in 

comparing that and doing a recorlcilia~ion s i in i ta r  

to what Liberty did, they are now doing t h e i r  awn 

analysls of the reliability and accuracy of 

Qwest's data. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Thatr+ 

helpful. Thank you, Mary. 

MS. TRIBBY: And what the;' found IT., 

the second observation that led ta the open 

exception is out of 2 4 0  orders reviewed, 25 uere  

mishandled in the calculation of the OF-4 PTD, 



Exhibit LN-DSS-57 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 0 2 :  c ? 6 - 7 1 5 1  

5 5 

according to U M G  Consultingrs dercrrnlnacion. sf 

these determinations are correct, this LSSUF has 

an impact on the accurate repor-tinp of FtD 

results. 

.4nd I bring that up because 3: t h i n k i t  1% 

important to recognize tha'i. al th,ough Qwest ' s  

comniercial performance results a , re  instructive, 

there are some problems that have heen ;dent:: f sed 

with those results. Rnd I think char% pparc 0 5  

the reason that third-party tes t , ing,  ubscrvaclane 

and exceptions ancl conclusiasrs alre sa i r nporke~ t  

and important fox the comissiom to Iwok at. 

The discussion that Wrdy had a l i r t l a  b ~ t :  

about the unable to de te rmine ,  X don? ppln z n  

spend a lot of time on those totlay because, ~ k a  he 

indicated, hopefully many of thcsae w;li bc cla~e'sl  

by the time of the final tesf. T E  t1:cyVr.e not 

closed, I'm sure we'1.l be discussing rhcftr i l k  :he 

hearings or proceedings in early J u n e ,  

Let me go through real brier2 y o u r  vzevc nn 

the exceptions and the one observation that W e s t  

has taken of closedlunresalvcd. 

First af all, under the pro~Fsian;ng sccr, 
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2 4 Andy discussed exception 3061, which has to d? 13 : 2 3 ;  2 2  

2 5 with the issue of the firm order confirmations. S.4:23:135 

Lori J. McGnwan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402  / 476 -1153 

56 

And as we talked about a number of times before, 

firm order confirmations are c e r t a i n l y  very 

important to a CLECBs ability to communicate w i t h  

their customers and important whtrn a cusrarnes: is 

looking for a competitive experience end 

comparing the experiences that they can get. 

The benchmark that was being worked ox 

looked at here was resale PBX. ,4nd these BGCs 

were to be returned within 4 8  hours at 90 percant 

of the time. Qwest had made 72 percent oE t h e  

time the first half, 85 percent of the time on 

retest, I believe it was. 

One thing that is important ca xeatize w i t h  

respect to all of these oSservstions and 

exceptions I think is that where t he re  is a 

benchmark established of 90 or 95 percent ar 92 

percent, Qwest's performance already gets  the 

benefit of the doubt. In other words, ns one ~s 

asking for them to achieve perfection. The 

benchmark acknowledges that they can miss 5 to I0  

percent of the time and still make their 
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2 2 obligations. 14:74:57 

2 3 But what Qwest is saying today is that even 14:24:58 

24 where we didn't meet those, we missed t h e m  by a 14:25:02 

2 5 fairly insignificant amount so you shouldn't 14:25:05 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-1153 
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penalize us for that, that we see those as 

insignificant. 

And I would just say to that that they've 

already b e e n  g i v e n  a break with respect to what 

the benchmark is and no one is asking them to 

achieve perfection. So I think to argue further 

that even though the benchmark should be 

disregarded or overlooked when it's :aissed by  a 

few percentage points is not exactly how - -  

certainly how AT & T looks at it. 

What Qwest has said with respect to their 

misses on these FOCs is that resale PBX by itself 

is not an important service - -  or it's not 

critical to their ability to satisfy their 

obligations and if you aggregate all o£ t h e i r  FUC 

performance, then they meet the benchmarks .  

And I guess what I would say to that is, 

first of all, there's verj little PBX resale in 

Nebraska. So you don't have another data point 
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2 0 to look at to see how Qwest is doing with respect 14=26:11 

2 1 to this. You are sort of in the position of 14:26:15 

2 2 relying on the test results. And what the test 14:26:18 

2 3 results before you have found is that QweSt did 14:26:21 

2 4 not satisfy the benchmarks that were set for this 14 :26 :24  

2 5 product, 14:26:28 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 0 2 )  476-1153 
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I'd also say that, you know, resale PBX may 

not seem standing alone like a critical product 

unless you happen to be a CLEC who is planning on 

using that for your sole or one of your several 

entries into the market-place. And I just don'z 

think that any of us are in a position to say 

today whether that may be the case in the near 

future. So I do think it's important to look at 

that miss. 

The other exception that Andy commented on 

with respect to the provisioning test was 3 0 8 6 .  

And this, again, I thinlc is a very important 

exception. 

What KPMG found is that in - -  when looking 

at installation intervals - -  this is critical. 1 

think installation commitments met and 

iristallatxon intergal are some of the PIDs that 



are probably most reflective of what a CLEC's 

actual experience is because, again, if a 

customer's able to shop around aind get better 

intervals or better service from Qwest than they 

can get from new CLECs in the market, the chances 

are that it's gcling to be difficult for a CLEC to 

win those customers over. 

And what this says is that in looking at 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402)  476-1153 
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both business POT services in Neluraska and all of 

Qwest's W E - P  orders across its regions, it was 

missing its installation inte~~als for 

nondispatch orders. 

And as we talked about at the performance 

hearing, nondispatch orders will be those that 

are the majority of these kinds ~f orders. Mos t  

of the time you're not going to have a dispatch 

out to the field. 

Nebraska, Mr. Crain argues, if you look at 

the commercial performance results in Nebraska, 

they meet their perforrnance results for business 

POTS. And so they're asking you to look at that 

instead of the test results. B u t  they 

acknowledge in their written comments that they 
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have modified their data a great deal for 

business POTS over the last year. 

Now, to their credit, that was in response 

to some problems that were found. But I think it 

goes to how much you can rely on the year's worth 

of data for business POTS. 

But if you look at UNE-P - -  arid this is a 

service that we argued to you in the hearing a 

few weeks ago and also in our post-hearing 

proposed orders that Qwest had not satisfied. If 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-1153 
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you disregard the 3086 exception test results, 

Qwest's failure to meet its benchmark performance 

requirements there, in - -  for UNE-P specifically, 

if you look at Nebraska results instead, Qwest 

has treated CLECs in a statistica1.ly 

significantly discriminatory way in the last - -  

all of the last four months and in eight of the 

last twelve months. 

So this is one where you have a failure to 

meet the test. Qwest has decided to go forward 

without meeting the test. But if you look at 

your own data in Nebraska, they also failed to 

satisfy. 
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So it's a difficult leap I think that you 

find in Nebraska Qwest is satisfying its UNE-P 

obligation. 

The other thing I heard Mr. Crain say today 

and I also saw in their written comments is, 

excuse me, that even though they don't meet their 

UNE-P obligati.ons, the difference between CLEC 

performance and retail performance is typically 

less than one day. But when you look at the 

context, the interval for UNE-P POTS is typically 

three days; whereas, the interval for Qwest's 

retail customers can often be the next business 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 0 2 )  476-1153 
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day for POTS service. 

So you've got a discrepancy right off the 

bat wlth respect to how quickly you can get your 

senrice. 

Bu,t even if you look at the UNE-P POTS 

interval alone of three days, if Qwest is 

treating CLECs and its own customers different to 

the tune of one day, that's 33 percent that 

they're missing by. And we do think it's 

significant. hnd we think it's particularly 

significant to the customer experience and the 
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CLEC experience. 

Moving on to test 14 - -  

COMMISSIONER LANDIS : Mary, Frank 

here again. 

MS. TRIBBY: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: What are you 

suggesting that we do with t.hat kind of 

information at our hands? What should we be 

doing now that you've told us this and your 

concern? 

MS. TRIBBY: I think, Commissioner 

Landis, when we filed our comlnents on performance 

data, we tried to be fair as to what Qwest was 

satisfying and what it wasn't. 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-1153 
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What we said is if you look at the Nebraska, 

for example, W E - P  data, Qwest doesn't satisfy in 

Nebraska, either they don't satisfy it or there's 

little volume, and so you have to look beyond to 

the regional data or to some other information. 

You now have some other information. You 

have an OSS test on a specific issue that Qwest 

failed to meet. And I think the reality is that 

we rrould tell you - -  and this certainly is not 
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the case for every checklist item - -  but on some 

of these, unless Qwest either fixle.; the ~TTS~ICFT. 

that KPMG identified and KPMG can atiesr to t h a t  

fix or they find a way to improve their 

commercial performance on UNE-P in Nebraska, 

you're going tc have to find at llrast fcr rtle 

current set timeframe that Qwest does not meet 

its obligations. 

And I think that's where you come do-&I. 

Although, we're talking about, you know, a f a i r l y  

insignificant number of checklist items here. 

But I think if all of the data in f r o n t  af 

you, for example, an UPJE-P shows that PrjrSk 

either doesn't satisfy or there's nak enough 

evidence to show that they satisfied, you're 

going to have to require samethirrcg sf the%, 

Lori J. McGowan, RDP-, CRR 
Latirner Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska i402;  436 -'i i 5  5 

5 3 

1 either that the tests be reopened and cha t  . t i t : 3 3  O"8 

2 problems that were identi f iecl be f i xcd  ;n$isr :.t t d 3 - B S  

3 that they find a way m improve t h e l r  pzrisrmanr;e 24 ..*.I i08 

4 in the state for CLECs. z 4 : ? 2 : 1 2  

5 COMMISSIONER LXNDIS: Way.  WGU id  $ 4  : 3 -3 : :5 

6 an issue like this be treat& or addresac2 :n chn I4:.?3::s 

7 QPAP instead of waiting until a c e r t a i n  bcne!:rr:ark i 3 ,  6 .3;  ;0 
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is made, the process moves forward and then i f  

they're not making it, is thls the! type of an 

item? Or - -  it is, isn't it, that. would be - -  

that they would have to pay a fine f ~ r ?  jcjcnT I 

mistaken on that? 

M S .  TRIBBY: Well, you are not: 

mistaken, I don't believe. To the! extent W E - F  

is included in your QPAP and there! are either 

parity requirements or benchmarlc rrrguirernants . 

COMMISSIONER LIWNDIS; Right. 

MS. TRIBBY: If you have CLECs t h a t  

are using those in the state and sf the 

performance matrix are being missed, then Qwest 

would have to pay a penalty. 

The concern that I have ahour waiting, X 

guess, is two-fold. First of all, Qwcst is 

obligated to satisfy its 271 obligatiana before 

it gets released, before it gets La o f f e r  fang 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Lat liner Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska 1 4 0 2 )  Jf 5 - 1.19 2 

1 distance. I.$. i - k *  I.? 

2 Cr3MMISSIO1IER ISiETC)IS : Right.  1 4 : $ i i : B $  

3 MS. TRIBBY: And, secondly, 1 E  you t4::$:29 

4 don't have for some of these se r~ f i ces  v e q  musb 14:31ti2'5 

5 volume in the state, it may be that there6s never 2 4 :  ~gi25 
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a very- g rea t  incentive ir, Nehraskbl fs:- Ouesr Ca tr.d*.,'~ 

lrnprove i t s  perf omance because z,i.ke). 'YE ;tj rea.*;i 44$.jbbi, 

got ien  171 released and t h e y ' r e  reiall;. r,st ; 4 - ; ~ : > $  

subjec t  t o  much i n  the way of penaitres trk t:ic * 7 3  = J r - 3 3  

s t a t e  because of t h e  li3w volume. 2 2  or iz~r  .;:?rda. ; 4 . 5 :  6 ;  

you  BOW, the QPAP isn't self -cxcs:t;i:rrr. k'oir're s: 7 4 )  

got t o  have people t h a t  a r e  actually uslag t b r  

service. 

And the problem t h a t  t f t a h ~ r c r a t e s  for 

Nebraska is even i f  your vol\lrres &re 1whb. lus t '  at 

an example, on a product, how i-lc3 yau ever gct the 

performance to be improved s u ~ h  t r t d t  C t E C s  m a y  

want to offer that service Ld t h e  state,  t ?  Q+u%et 

has lost t h e i r  incenr rve,  c iehez  t:hrocgh hd:A+~2-zj a 

paid 271 release and Jar nut Eaeing s~qn;f &cast  

monetary penalty to impraw t-hi12 pcrlloi-rrtafice. 

CDMPIf SSf QNSR 1JtITDXS ; Atid y~la c h ; nk 

it I s  w i t h i n  the power of the camrai&~x,~m to 

somehow affect: the markeg :ar kfic ekes kxhk?; ! f ty aY 

the product, depending sr: how we w ~ i : 2 d  k ' r i i e  121 

1 t h i s  s i t u a t i o n ?  O r  contc i.r!owr; - : + , J ~ W  $r: 

2 HS. TRfaB':': J ~"FY"'; 3rer P %;:3t~ 14  4'3, 1 . i  

3 f mished? 1 rnissed t h c  cn5.  
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CO?.IWISSl9?1ER 12s!ZJLS : WP i 'i . r" 'F 

just - -  I ' m  wonderzng if yarir suqglea",io:% is  2 . e  

commission ,can sorne3ow z;$fect, t h e  3arker ST C,PZ 

desirabf lity sf t he se  serWJ;ccs by h ~ * @  se t r eak  

chis exception* 

MS. TRIBBY : We ?I ,  3: '3% nt-7Z 

suggesting, Y dm' t t h i r ~ k ,  Csm%iaBBr?ni-_r ;,G;;$LS, 

that you can create denat;& xf kt dloacn't F?Q;S? 3i- 

you can force CLECs co came i n  and c f f r f  a 

s e r ~ i c e  . 

But I da think i t ' 2  mixtL4L:n y c t ~ r  PX?W)(?-S a n 5  

frankly, w i t h i n  your ofst igk3t ltzn -,GI m.34~ s ~ t e  ? ti..: 

Qwest is offering far d t l  oE thp, $trcbdbsctt: d;r$ 

services undcx the actr an cnv;t;.afi-liraa& i n  *"$IS C\T 

they allow CLECs a mean rag",: ~ p @ d l r i " , w t  t g~ 

compete and prauidc nafad~@crimias:,tirV trcst%~ewr 

m d  as much as yat; FA.;!. *par;, %ha@-, xheg ,%~y 

wan; to be in rile leng-a:ct&r,c& m~rb:ntrr, 2:' EI-'LY;;; 

haven't: y e t  aatx~ficd ?hag* abihipit fa;$%. ?$tin 

it's psehaturc to 3xve t h e n  ~ A G  : kgHr a?1-5. 

f r a n k l y ,  :he r ~ g h t  carrrtTs v~rxen ;$ :Rr ~n2rnt  ; i n  

we think, to f z x  this  tuft 



a ,  & That ' s he l @E;rlr; 

- ?'.-Ji?;?G :; ?,2 7 - 5 1  

wh;cb has 20 do x; :;"1 ~g~-,i'~g>":r'i;.-$ -' J * Y ~ F * -  

says ;.p, gna;r W Z L  =:e;t CCT~-CI:~R ~51+3"_ t - 5 ; ~  :l;a$ 

each t i m e ,  a prr.b.i~r :%a:. f;t?s%;$ ~ t . 1 ~  ,- -; %t.sd 5 " i ~ ' j  

rCC . i ;pp3r~,nt3y :r:s : ;;.t.k ".r~1~3;2, :??.J:$ 

thzy didrs': .Ei;-. ",a:, ~ p ~ ~ f - .  ~ h q 9 3  tj?: 5 3  f ;+ ;~.a 

problem afid rns tear?  "k take  fkc 3ksrre~*i3?, f~z: 

cla~edf uaress:vad, 

A g a i i ~ ,  t k ~ ~  ~ ~ z B Y  ~ F T !  a pp&auee &g+:>n~ 6 

I-nave a E r s t  of c;grreat ig ;  l<i&gssY% b:~t- j-L 

cerea~fxlp f;z7sy hni-e d c ~ ~ e r &  i n  t h e  $~k+ti$P 

;Itrid caZe i2," the CArii2sx., ihsi't i E%E&L a 3  

c r l  rsca l  ", tb,lttk ah$:::: $z p:@e%; i z ; L e ~  +~PIEw-~~~-E 4% 

except nfaa r n  r l r ~  $:i;!,E:t "Leg", , : b+i C ~ ' i 8  * $ 

exc@pt i~r r  2GR9 a - hY;~gi. t.:$$y I c e g & j  t%;e: ;! s .izT:%$:3 

that YCT'f f h f C ~ 2 1 ,  " n r  I & ! . % ,  ": : & @@I& .&!+q; .$ $ : :;*ZI ; $?k 

b;ll~~k~~$kE La @&CS; ' 5 A: * n l ~ g i i ~ ~  WeL ~t$ i ! .qQ 

tltsf:r:<; or "PWs $3, &fi ~k~r;i$;jr+l+r; j?; - + r :  Y T ~ V - ; . ?  : (q, 

we&*, %a:$, ~ t # z e i 3 , ,  Z: i ig  b~ ;&as: 4 :$&t! irPtc$ 

prohien:, w r - 2 1  ~4:+5::y ~2 i$3.;rZ~::ri:li,=a6,: rn 

reer&tE c::r o:-i.pkq-~:a.4* & ~ $ 1 5  5.jt.Y 03 . 7 h ; , t  &L,.;Lr,s. ,*:,:i. 

p~3'Lj.I C!F. 

$;FY> ' ; 4 ; ; ; r s g f l h $  *?>J:- w-:u*-",1"1 '+I: ;;i-,f i - .  
I;, -1; ,;:. + ,: -': Y 
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that there certainiy %&,.ill ba sfawrk a@.sun1: cf hxssn 

error in everyone's Suwincss, tb is  wss c x ~ e S ~ Z v @ ,  

extremely excessive for  an TLt5C- 

And so when k t  ccal:: says ll:2.3E $;FP$F 

reviewed our metfrocis art& pra@ec-iu;tn,s and 6 4 h t  i;?F 

that review cane thrs - -  E ~ t l i i  t h t ~ ~  2s "at's 

an observarion, net an exCcplzbR - -  ; think k t  : s  

indicative af a Larger prbt3iL~i~- ;a,&th Ct~-est 

documentatian and beyond t:ha t t i r  lth Q-.~&at,' a 

employees f ~ l l ~ t h ' i n g  L ~ S  dW.11:7iii?ntikth. 

And chis, again, is on@ of Itire ith;riqg rha: 

KPMG r ~ i l l  be lacking at and theirk shoui8 be sQCf?-c 

f u r t he r  infcrrmarian in tin rfrc 1EiIl;aL r'epbs'k.. 

Wirh respect t;s e x r a p t  ;se l kc;. , ~ h s s  k~xs sii 

do w i t h  t he  edit trariaazrt isti Pf~r i r t9  a *rk'"i;~r-c Baa;% 

test and 20  - -  t h e  P c s ~ k t  baing 2 3  BCCD~I&!!+ 

instead of Zj l  seeortds. % h ~ t k  h WILTQ htZ a ~ l i i : ? ~ t t :  

that one 1 s this rile;> he s r r f l  ~ & r  r e  t h r  2'C: - .w i 11 

agree wl>k; Q* ICS~ t h i x t  L ~ Q  L ~ ; ~ ~ c C ; : :  :i*t @%i~;:'..ii -ti;;.$ 

that ;;cu don' t need ",a - y'k: k$tc%'% .v, t t i d l :  r t;*y 

were be ing  rcssonabid- i:'. : t tc :z r  &*,:."lr r%;l t- 1 p i ~ k o  

this as c Isse. f r  unrc:oo'iq.+c:a 

I am n o t  able %r: ~~S.::errdi iP;,  ~ 3 1 ; .  ; i 9 3 ' 5  

believe, w i t h  i1PPT-=j, the ii+s?ll;rtlty 7-f Qh.ai;: ' %  

representat ion tha:. th:  ';1 -3i13"/ c t L f ; c g L t  r, ~b 3c;t 2 

Lor; 3. McS~?J&: I ,  E U p ,  L:PB 
Latimer Reporeing, :,iraccf:t, ?it*b?acR,& ; i ; C . l l  ,a+'? : :%> 
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I'm sor-y, . 3  percent of all rnarr;tenancc and 

repair transactions. 

I f  t h a t  is the case, t h e n  I dan't k a w .  

frankly, how you ever figure t h a t  au t  - Dirt: if 

that's the case - -  and 1 suspect i t  %a; be RPWC 

and/or E h e  FCC will have information 5rcm otter 

RBOCs that will  all^:^- it, to apply BO@E kind O F  B 

comparison, that, then, you know, f - -  i Cab 

agree that Qwest's decislsrz ", o t k c  t h i s  as 

closed/unresalved instead oE try so gat thae 

three seconds removed tram t3e t i m e  prababiy w a s  

a reasonable approaah. So Let's ntOVe on bcyof~ci 

that one poirst . 
Exception 3055 which Mr, C r a ~ n  dXscu~gab 

which has to do w i t h  :narcuxacc cfoaa-our ctxit? 

for POTS, retail and tJtXE-P. agairt, Liat9: 9F si;a$e 

are significant products, 

This has t;o do  wich whcca stst.acb the k r a ~ l c , : e ~  

I f  Q w c i s t  ic ass ign i r~g  zrcuSPe anct v h c  cat~sed k t ,  

which they have to do to:' "'* gdLpaacc p r z f ~ ~ 4 k z e e  

reporting - -  and which, frankly. kan A 

significant ef fecr on p e r f  urnatice ~-d~ofr&: i : f  - a 

this has to do w i t h  whose f a u l t  t h 6  rcvub ic  & a % ,  

And what KPMG fo~ind 1s t h a t  i n  t h e  - -  i n  zitcir  

first test, Qblest Gas as9 igrl iny tttrz urcang c-ltdr 



Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reportins, Lincoln, Nebnaska i'l62i 4 7 5 -  :L5 5 

more than 38 percent of the time. 

They then did a retest and found tha: thb3- 

were misassigning these more rhaa ;t ges'cm?: s E  

the time . 

In determining to clsse bur this exdepezcn 

or close it as closed/unresolwed, aFte? the 

retest, KPMG consulting said - and tinis is a 

quote - -  "KPMG Consulting reatfirins rts ?cs$isa&c 

of 1-17-2002 and believes that;  the T C Z ~ ~ J - ~ ~ S  01: kkin 

retest still constitute an uncatistacrocf 

result. " 

Aad 1 think thacts --- AT & T would a q h ) f i ~  

with that. 

Liberty C o n s u l t i n g  alca  faunt i  ;i!prbbkarr~s ,a~iZf 

issued observation 1029,  having en da ~ b t k  Uwt+bL 

personnel inaccurately applyin5 th%:c k r a t l  f ig  

customer miscodes. And in closir'q %hakt 

observation, this was anc of  t h c  ob~cet; ~bm: v4:  

had to Liberty's work, tiberry toiind t ha t  tdYt; !e 

they expect that the renewed f3-us cn eic":>bs *xnd 

procedures should work to reduce t h e  crxrjr ra:c 

in MTTR, it cannot subzrantiatc rbase C E ~ C C L Z ;  A: 

this time. So w e  t h i n k  Liber ty  agreed w l % k  Xry%%C+ 

that the problem existed ancf t % a t  they w ~ r e f i * k  
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2 5 able to close i t  with aw- .-:erlp,~ e*d-spx2.+s ;;$ E ; ~ ~  ' r t  3 Af % 

A+-.. Lori J, McGnwst l ,  W N i .  t , . ~  
Larimer Reporting, LBnzoln, Nebb"zsk8 i4b;- g l r  - r t i 2  

9 1 1  

fix. ? k . . k &  2 3  

5Skt,at (&&st 1x3s k$ % $ Q ' ] L >  - -  ~ " - S ~ * * - F  +, %;-.?c~ ; t ~ - $ ; - 2 $  

our employees additional trs+rrirh$, $::is sh3;z 1 4  i.+ -42. 3'2 

have no impact en the taag~tit &;re tssil l tl*. ;4 - 4 s ;  $1 

Again, thas~ &rE %,&;ewz ~ a w  {L aq f cv@m Q w e ~ k  ' s 1 2 

perspectxve. They have as*, k%e$?~z ah:e t 7 ~  4.w 1 4  : J Z A  h ?,( :  

tested 5j* P;.hc tre_n$ot-c. G z v ~ i :  tiifiM~: t:uo . :F~L:*I~E.F t - g  6: r :  

found t h g s  eo be a $i?;gnxCfc~n=; .thzdepti.7zir w e  & L - - & ;  % q  

agree tha t  th&s i s  St3zt~~tFFrbn~ Z,"W $ips311 ; i t  i+ $ 2  .;k? 

cercain5.y cirstting a t  cCc& ~ t m  x k1F4 j a  ,&,L- ~ s )  

hi?& , Cr>a%'a%a inzaie?,:: tian;L tfi f . lki %$r a;@sg~e?:~: I'r b*, 

your qucGrlan &hdGtl wAaE dii:n %Y? Qls ; rbOut  I -  3 6 s  3-$ .kt 5 :  

I 'vc bet.,:: a t  h%?&f::t:$a i.AX,lPk;+ U & G . ~ C  i+ 4 %  ;g,; 

corr,ir.lr;szanS h8?C sh.ktbi 'n'.tl.iii whth"SF d3E! L.$-~tl-;13dmff l & . S " . i t : f i  

t h a t  rkr;se are ;~no:$nu g;c&ris ,  aAd ue i l ' ~ : ? b i , j r  s t c 3  %sir t- i. C P  : n  

you to d0~-3rt*, rnctsn; j  '2::;; k . k * ~ a l . ~ .  "::*,+:j.) t-,Yea*1 ~ . G L  ,k;? t c >  

is sonethir;g t h d c  L~;$C$:; ;2: '*bi:&C*?. i;7&'h$.4':li.+ Z 4 i-; 321 

preragatr*Pc t o  scfu2e +:'% bo, k:3 t 4s.p f h w  $ 3 % ~ ?  &-7;; ? &  ,;-? 

that: ",hey t t d ~ ~  daxi~? ~(n:.,.;gt ; a  k l  ;3 

But 1 &a thlnh ",la;< 'ru‘j jclii;sr !::"p:fi~ !,A *4 1 i - ~  

stace t;o s~rcc  ex:%;;% an:X . ? ; ; M % ~ ~ I *  $>pl.-.+~?r; 9'- ; F z Z - J  t: :! 

0.m r i s k  i f  i", $.p$n tp :-r St;: *:..a. r ; ~ t ~ + v t  " $ : ~ - s , r ,  $ % . ; I  
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2 3 problems, particularly these mcrre sfy;-it:~t;a3i :..i $3.4: 

2 4 problems that have not Seen f ixad  ~n the z:=*P?c?' s, f  44 

2 5 or at least there's nc i n d i c a ~ m ~ n  thak CXbs@ h?ve ;4 4; 4" 

Lori 3. 24cGawan. REIR- CjiR 
Latimer Reporting, tkncalc, t$ckbresk~ 1402; 4 ° C -  h l f  2 

I * 

been fixed. 

CQblHISSIQP$ER UQYZ>)18: a d? 2%:~ 

heve - -  Conmissioner La;~drr: hcrbe 26 y a z  bavr  

any idea, maybe Hz. Pai&i~i%%lo $3  thc  SAe i $ i f i ~ ' . ~ i f f  

be a sk ing  - - haw mreh - - wkk,te ju~izt,d st k rmc t r err 

are we talkiag ahouc? ict's saty :,he C C M G : & ~ P I ~ S  

wanted some additional ",esr,ar!g, &re ilie caiktriif 

30 days, 15 days, e week? T mitik$t;i, B i tw i r tn  

concept of how long 9: cakes  ~ t s  aewdl~p 

additional - -  

XS, PRIBBY: What w~ ka*,ct* :~ .?-~m;3,  

Commissioner Landis, 1s that. ;i" $ah::; "Iepr!':.iis~ :!;I:I 

the problem iderlt  if icd. 1 t d~pewi:i, : ,; ~t !I$ 

all, on how l o n g  it takes Q a c s ~  r a  E i n  t t b ~  

problem. And based ac tha:, KBMC t,nn he*:n shim 

to turn around pre tcy  q ~ i ~ ~ k l y  .lac4 bv pz%;bx%:.sli+ ?:,v 

do their retest ing.  But 6, rhiak LC t . ~ a >  lshi 5 : :  

impacted moxc by when Odesc s a y s ,  ak5~{, ur ' z t -  

ready for  you to refesr, bedak;zz.:c r e  tbtf:k C h x ~ d  

the problems. 
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2 1 7mc2 what we t;atpe see:: i rt,;nk Lhrzt;.?;? P,P - c .  ,, I f  L -  

2 2 o u r  own tests t h a r  :~e'ire ca~cftlctcd a n d  t 5 e  $:Pid_J . * * <  *;.i 4 - i  

2 3 test is  if Qwest beiieves it's ez2aah st . . * +  4 ;  2 -  

2 4 problem a n d ,  Chezefore, ir.aki=r; 1: a pr;srLi:;*, ~ J S ?  -& + " ~5 4 : 1 

2 5 of t h i s  scuff can be fnxed re:a~r;-kiy ?+i;ckty :& .-q a 1.1 

Lori J. R c ~ Z o w a ~ ,  W I X ,  fE& 
Latimer Reporting, L i n c o l n ,  sebxaska fJ3 , :  4 " ~ . " ' " ~  % r ~ :  

* -, * 

So, you know, we've had racescs u+ontLiwdal :n 

the span of a  week, L c h i n k ,  Pbvn d g g ~  A S  i 

understand it. Somekinles it takes Lagtgcr. :1- 

depends on, again,  haw extensive the wrlcnking 

has to  be and how long it taksa to p~k t he  f i x  

i n t o  p lace .  

Again, though, f w ~ u l d  aay t h e &  my Svnse i n  

t h a t  Qwest has  t aken  a number OE cl;ancd,f 

uoresolveds for j u s t  thar  rca&Qh, r h d t  t h y  don'; 

want t o  add another  wee% or two wccks af 2.<mi 

weeks t o  t h e i r  OSS tests. 

And I th ink ev idence nf Xh;it; i d  t'?t" : ~ c i : r  

t h a t  when KPMG issued ~ t s  recent etxccpt tons 

having t o  do with Gwest data uhrch  ra$tztr&:d Chs  

tests t o  be pushed out by several week&, @&@st 

then went back and a ~ k e d  2:PMG t a  :-cin~k &i ?ko%ie 

of t he  0s and Bs that the>+ kxab &e.trtiz;.innd Khyy 

would take clased/unresnlved. 
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19 And I think the only reasonable inference 14 :45 :57 

2 0 drawn from that is they decided, well, if we're 14 :4fi :00 

2 1 not going to get a final, final report anyway, 14:46:02 

2 2 let's try to clear up some of these issues that 14:46:04 

2 3 we determined would take too long when we thought 14:46:06 

2 4 the test was going to conclude sooner. 14 :46:10 

2 5 And, you know, from a CLEC's perspective and 14:46:12 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 0 2 )  476-1153 

obviously our, you know, motivation for 271 

release and the timing of that is different. But 

if you have significant problems and it adds a 

month or two months to your schedule, then, you 

jraw, that's the way it is and that's what the 

is-4 says is t hz t  you must fix these problems and 

m--F* ,,, be able ts coa>ly prior to gaining 

Y E - E 3 S %  - 

-- u- rzrzk zhaz z k a t ' s  sDrt of a sirkill - - 
-*--* -' ---- --- 
4- --- -- .+e u &-A r.a---zzs 27- *-'*a* ------l- . G ..&. , .i- -,, t?;at. IS 

5;z,f;.zr :;-,-* ", ---I- " - C  " 9 . .  - m 
--.x,* r.7 .--- - - - - 
"'rfl3-='-5p?F -.. *-..-- ZTJ-5 $ 3  a - FAZ a; 

....., ;- .. %a--f 

fE ---'- -+-..>=- S - z :  Yes>+?;: :: ::% 

c* n,r - . .a  ii - * .rcg-p,..-- -- < 
--*-- -..*,--- -----..,,-- A -  2 ,  '-- - , - -  , . 6 , :  : 3 . % ? ? 2  

" %-",,* ?*-w+.-->- ' .-? p.* - >-:--7"** - 
+.=.u(-r-- -.- 3 ... - 3, - -. - --- -. -"- .--i,T? -,",Let TPi- 
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2 4 . 6 ,  having to  do witk Qwesr 's  s tand-a lc r -e  L e s t  

en7zironmenr and Qwescps irrzez3pera~~lf::y * * F r - L + *  +".,a- c c L 5 p  

I'm going to riefer those ta XB;, ? ~ ; ~ S Y T :  k e ~ 8 3 ~ t  

s h e ' s  going ta talk &32: ttz$;c ;;L zczza:; tss 

.*~i ,;f? - CHP. 

- - So Q = ~ - , F  t - d ~  + f = z  5 ; ~  y e  c.; L.L., ---- _ _  .._...I - -  
3 0 5 2 ,  whizh %a= =c cs : ,". :?*?! 5 : f yf "l h , : 

- - i a ~ e r j a l s  - -  a ~ z ~ z ,  Z ~ P Z C  %a+ 3 2 3  ;erzcrh 

k n c h ~ a r k  se: b2+ KFN,S. C;y5: -&e ;: 5 2  7xtqe~~f:'t 

" 4 

of =he z i z e -  Tke? say  r?(aZ's 9 2 ~ 2  t ~ z - ~ q z  3% 

don" kao-n' t*-kere tze rzc -";12 GIYS. Tj2c.~+ C,C, :-?a: 

33=, zqa~z, k-e L ~ I Z ~  ne,zzzse Z S R ~  t%1:::, r satzsfy 

a bes,cxTark c,t:?at ~elr i . ,v& a= ;eg%:: p;;. ",:t.i" 

vecsars k e  s;?z:f-=azt, =Gat's 5 3 y m P - - * -  - *.. . is - -  ""* Y iil 

car-~, rssrcc  sko2l5 Is-k at. 

Wichrespeet 20 exserCLon 3129, %Rich 3&5 Z :  

2~ 5 ; ; ~ s  SZ-Z;., 453:k IS ~F.J~$:"s qa::.:Lcnac..te and 

repair i z t e r f a c e ,  &!z. Cra:n ~ n J i c a z e e  L:m:h ::I 

their written comeczs an5 :oda>- i k a t  rhey're noc 

required t.o ha-*re an electronic -;erslec c f  

maintenance and r e p a i r  x n c e r f a c e .  

1s 'n;C But what the FCC has  actualiy faund L 

have t o  have equiva len t  accecs. So ~f Q*,est has 
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electronic access to these functions, then CLECs 

must as well. 

So to the extent that Qwest is enjoying 

quicker, more favorable electronic access than 

are CLECs, that's something that the commission 

should take into account in looking at whether 

Qwest is satisfying its checlclist 2 obligations, 

which have to do with OSS. 

And that concludes at this point my 

comments . 
COMMISSIONER LjZNDIS: Thank you, 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-1153 

7 5 

Mary. I - -  w e  should have the record reflect 

that the conmission's chairman, Commissioner Anne 

Sc.-,-le, has joiner3 t h i s  workshop. 

. - rou going z o  ha-W-e a very brief rebuttal, I 

assme, or 53 FU vane any rebuttal or rtsponse? 

M&! - C?AIN:  I'll have brief 

.,.B.q-*,--- -$ 
-.."-L,-Lc%-. 

CZ'?.",b'i I SS I CPZE ?A,?,Z I S : 2 r i e f 

re'r=i=Zal. ZLZ& -,her, Z think we' 3 L take a 5-minute 

aseak. %eifl cacck our breaik and wake up a 

h i l t  and 33 an to r3ange manaqement. Let's ha-fe 

a brief response if you care to m k e  rhea+ 
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MR. CRnIN: Okay. First of all, 

AT & T's argument has been that the law says you 

have to fix these problems and the benchmarks, 

all the benchmarks were set before the testing 

started and we have to meec 100 percent of them. 

Neither one of those is actually correct. 

First of all, the law says we need to 

provide nondiscriminatory access to OSS. The FCC 

has continually said that needs to be looked at 

in a big picture sort of way, you need to look at 

all of the aspects of what the BOC is doing 

together, all of the evidence you have before you 

together to make that determination. 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 0 2 )  476-1153 

7 6 

This test was established in the work - -  and 

the benchmarks were established with the idea and 

one of the first principles discussed and decided 

upon was that Qwest had the ability to take some 

obse~vations closed/unresolved. All the parties 

understood that. AT & T agreed to it. 

When we agreed to include hundreds of 

measures and hundreds of benchmarks in this test, 

we specifically did it with the understanding 

that we would not be required to meet ab~olutely 
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11 ever). single one of them and we would have the 14:50:42 

12 ability to take some observations and exceptions 14:50:44 

13 closed/unresolved. 14:50:48 

To look at the vast number, 500-some 

criteria that were set here and KPMG looked at in 

the draft final report and expect there not to be 

any not satisfieds is just not the way things 

happen in the real world. 

We have performed at a very high level. I 

mean, KPMG and HP found many problems during the 

testing, We have fixed the vast majority of 

things they found. And even on the things that 

we're looking at here, even these 

closed/unresolved observations and exceptions, in 

the vast majority of these occasions, we have 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latirner Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-1153 

77 

responded and resolved KPMG's issues or we have 

plans in the works to do so sometime in the 

future . 

To go through these specifically, the first 

issue that was raised is exception 3120 which is 

being retested that has to do with the accuracy 

of  the data. We expect an answer from KPMG on 

that exception somewhere around the 17th. ixnd 
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we'll find out then if they still think that 

there are any issues here. 

To look at the data overall, I think people 

need to understand that Qwest has agreed to and 

has undergone the most thorough audits that 

anybody has gone through in the count:ry. You add 

that to the data-reconciliation efforts that 

we've gone through and we agreed to and you add 

that to the work that KPMG did and HP did in this 

test to look at the results of the testing to 

verify our data accuracy, by the time we're done 

here, there's not going to be any question and 

you can feel very confident that our data is 

accurate. 

The - -  couple of things I think Mary said 

that we stated that resale PBX is not a critical 

product. That wasn't my argument at all. My 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CKK 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 0 2 )  476-1153 

7 8 

1 argument is that the parties specifically 14:52:53 

2 addressed and specifically discussed and 1 4 : 5 2 : 5 6  

3 specifically agreed to a benchmark here and that 13:52:58 

4 benchmark for PO-5 was for resale orders as - -  at i4:53:01 

5 a aggregate level rather than disaggregating to 14:53:06 

6 the level of resale PBX. We met the agreed 14:53:50 
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i :  - KPMG hiis included no not satisf ieds 14:53:13 

+ ;% :hat area aE the test and found w e  satisfied 14:53:17 

" ; i s  area af t h e  test in the draft final report. 14 :53 :19 

: c The l a sue  af exception 3086, whether or not 14:53:30 

- , 
* :  w r  mtt t  kkt'5 benchmark for PO-4 - -  OP-4, I'm sorrj, 14:53:30 

% i kht? kcst  is anaches  exception that AT C T 14:53:33 

I What  ~ 1 : e  cammission needs to do with that 14:53:40 

- if l?a@uc, d i k e  a l l  issues - -  and I think that is 14:53 -42 

a + wt;.ct&rcjy bafazc the commission in its review of 14:53:45 

i 1 ,  
I 3 ~ h h  da!ia, actual  d a t a  or? m i E - P  - -  is look at all 14:53 :48 

2 Z$ ebf t h e  praviaianing PIDs at the same time and 14:53:54 

: =r L ~ n d  a!.?crall w h e t h e r  or not Qwest is providing 14:53:57 

* * 
'Y- t t ~ ~ : ' ~ d i  ~ ~ ~ t ~ ' i l % i , n a t a ~ ? y  access. Missing one particular 14 : 54 : 01 

' F 
Q! - T"',Q4 r n ~  t h e  FCC has said many times, doesn't 1 4 5 4  :04 

, 5  
i - ~ ? l b f i a & ~ ~ ~ ~ i ' k y  mb&h you l re providing 

L ~ondbocrit~~inirt:crry access. You need to look at 14:54:08 

c 4 (grotipa a t  P l U s  aa a whole and when you do that, 14:54:11 

T +. - . " I ,  :--J,A P I f i  c ~ n i e  E O  t h e  verry real conclusion that 14:54:15 

Lori J ,  McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Hat lnX?l:  Eeporcing, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-1153 

~ I Y . ~ * ; F T  2 8 pra:)idir!g ~.landisccin~inatory access and 14 : 54 : 20 
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you need to look at whether or not there's an 14 :54 :32 

enviranment h e r e  in the state where Qwest is 14:54:34 

provid ing  nondiscriminatory treatment to CLECs. 14:54:37 

If ;  ycx~ loalc at the results of this test and 14:54:40 

yau laok at the results of our PIDs as a whole 14 :54:42 

mi-? our commercial data as a whole, I don't think 14:54:45 

there's any question and should be any concern 14 :54 :47 

t h a t  t h e r e ' s  an environment here, there's an 14:54:50 

ettvironment within the state where we are 14:54:53 

pxuv,id$ng nondiscriminatory treatment to CLECs. 14:54:55 

One further issue - -  two more issues. 30 - -  14:55:00 

J forget che number of the PID. 3094 exception, 14:55:06 

I believe AT & T said we opted to take this 14:55:12 

sbnecdfunresolved rather than fix the problem. 14:55:15 

T h i s  i a  the documentation for EEL provisioning. 14:55:18 

IJc actually resolved the issues that KPMG 14:55:21 

~dcntified during the first round of testing. 14 :55:25 

Because of the timing, we fully acknowledge that 14:55:27 

w e  asked  them not to reevaluate the new 14:55:32 

documentation we provided them because there is 14:55:35 

additional time now. We've asked KPMG to take 14:55:37 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Lakinler Reporting, Lincoln, N~ebraska (402) 476-1153 

8 0 

2 another look at it. We have addressed the issues 14:55:41 

ra ined  by KPME. And they are looking at those 14 :55:44 
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issues 

The exception - -  or the observation, 

actually, relating to training that AT & T 

referred to, I just want to mention that that has 

been closed by the test vendor. 

And then one further issue is the close-out 

code issue that was raised by AT & T which 

relates to exception 3055. AT & T stated that 

the issue here is whether or not Qwest or CLECs 

caused the problem and caused the trouble. And 

that is the important issue here. And Qwest 

agrees that that is the important issue. But 

that was not the issue within this exception. 

Wd that's what I tried to explain the f'irst time 

around. The first two digits of that code are 

what identifies the - -  whether or not Qwest 

caused the trouble or whether or not CLECs caused 

the trouble. 

For the vast majority of times and w e  met 

the - -  well - -  Qwest was well over the 95-percent 

benchmark for those two digits of the code. What 

KPMG had an isstie with was the final two digits 

vi~ich indicates a variety of different issues 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-1153 
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underneath t h e  b igger  i s s u e  of whecher o r  not 

Qwest or  CLECs caused the  problem. 

And t h e r e  r e a l l y  i s n ' t  i n  - -  and KPMG h a s n ' t  

found any o r  i d e n t i f i e d  concerns with t h e  f i r s t  

two d i g i t s .  I t ' s  t h e  second two d i g i t s  t h a t  a r e  

the  focus of t h i s  except ion.  

With t h a t ,  those a r e  - -  t h a t  completes my 

cominents. Did you want t o  say anything? 

COMMISSIONER W I S :  Thafik you. I 

know our  counsel  has a couple of ques t ions .  And 

then w e ' l l  move t o  ou r  break.  

So, M r .  Pos t .  

MR. POST: Surs .  M r .  Crain,  under 

exception 3199, i n  your handout, you made a 

s tatement  t h a t  t h e  FCC has never requi red  t h a t  

BOCs provided CLECs with an e l e c t r o n i c  bonding 

i n t e r f a c e  f o r  maintenance and r e p a i r  a c t i v i t i e s .  

Do you have a p a r t i c u l a r  FCC order  t h a t  has made 

that: s ta tement  o r  because i t ' s  i n  t he  negat ive ,  

i t ' s  never been requi red ,  i t ' s  not  r e a l l y  

s p e c i f i c a l l y  mentioned anywhere? 

MR. CRAIN: I have a p a r t i c u l a r  - -  

1 can g e t  f o r  you a t  t h e  break,  we've c i t e d  a 

p a r t i c u l a r  c i t e  f o r  t h a t .  I be l ieve  i t ' s  from 

2 5 t h e  Texas o r d e r .  14:58:02 

Lor i  3 .  McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Report ing,  Lincoln,  Nebraska ( 4 0 2 )  476-1153 
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8 2 

On that point, I want to make clear that the 14:58:04 

issue is not whether or not we provide electronic 14:50:07 

access for maintenance and repair. We clearly do 14:58:10 

that in two ways. One of them is the GUI 14:58:13 

interface, CEMR. The second is the electronic 14:58:15 

bonding. The electronic bonding piece is what 14:58:20 

Cl?e FCC specifically stated is not required for 14:58:23 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: If we're 14:58:28 

going to be referring to the handout, could we 14:58:28 

get Commissioner Boyle a - -  if you're going to be 14:58:36 

referring to - -  we were going to do that over the 14:58:36 

break. But she doesn't have one. 14:58:36 

So, Chris, when you ask a question, if 14:50:40 

you're alluding to the handout - -  14:58:42 

MR. POST: Sure. I was alluding to 14:58:43 

the handout. 14:58:44 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: You've got - -  14: 58 : 45  

I'm sorry, I didn't realize you had it in front 14:58:46 

o f  you, Anne. 14:58:48 

MR. POST: That's fine. If you 14:58:49 

cau1.d maybe start the second part with that, that 14:58:50 

would be appreciated. 14:58:52 

My second question was really does Qwest as 14:58:53 

a result of this workshop, at least this first 14:50:56 
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6 3 

part, what is Qwest requesting of the commission? 

Is this an update for the commission so they can 

make their final ruling after your early June 

proceedings? Or are you requesting an order on 

any of these particular things at this time? 

MR. CRAIN: With relation to the 

closed/unresolved issues chat we just discussed, 

the reason we asked for this proceeding is 

because we knew that these would specifically be 

issues that people raised during the testing and 

people would be interested in. And because we 

had some time to deal with them and address the 

issues now, we've - -  we wanted to have all the - -  

the parrles have an opportunity to put their 

positions on the record and the commission 

understand those positions for inclusion in the 

final recommendation relating to O S S ,  which will 

happen in the June - -  after the final, final 

report is out. 

MR. POST: Commissioners, that's 

all the questions I have. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Why don't you 

ask Hary Tribby what her expectations are, Chris, 

S O  - -  
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MR. POST: Mary, would you disagree 15:00:00 

Lori J. McGowan, PQR, CRR 
Latinler Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-1153 

8 4 

with the statement I guess that Mr. Crairl made 

that we would not expect to enter an order as a 

result of this particular hearing or workshop? 

MS. TRIBBY: No. That would be my 

understanding as well. 

MR. POST: Okay. Dr. Griffing I 

believe had just a couple questions. 

DR. GRIFFING: Andy, would you just 

explain on 3086 what is being done to - -  or has 

been done to recast data, to revise data to 

submit updated data? 15:00:30 

COWISSIGNER BOYLE: Before you 15:OO :36 

start, exactly where is that? I'm sorry. I just 15:00:37 

got here, 15:00:39 

MR. CRATN: 3086 would be test 12. 15:00:42 

It is about the fourth or the fifth page in. i5:00:47 

It's the one, two, three - -  fourth page i n .  15:00:49 

DR. GRIFFING: Commissioner, that 15:00:57 

has to do with whether or not they're 15:00:58 

provisioning UNE-P certain types in - -  within the 15:01:00 

intervals. 15:01:04 

MR. CRAIN: It's my understanding 15rC1:ll 
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2 3 that with relation to this particular issue in 

2 4 this exception, there were long di:scussions - -  

2 5 and, unfortunately, I was on vacation during 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
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those discussions - -  but on the TAG and in a 

separate meeting as well with all the parties to 

the ROC to discuss how it handled t:he issues and 

how far back to go and recast data. 

And I believe what the decision was was to 

recast data back through December, which our 

first - -  were first reported with t:he March 

results. But I can try to get some further 

information on that over the break i f  you'd like, 

DR. GRIFFING: I would. 

MR. CRAIN: Okay. I think AT & T 

and Mary was addressing a bigger issue of whether 

or not this PID itself because of other issues 

has been the subject of revision in the past. 

DR. GRIFFING: All right. I'm just 

concerned about the reworlcing of data. 

MR. CRAIN: Okay. 

DR.  GRIFFING: One more question 

about 3 0 5 5 ,  the close-out codes. 

MR. POST: I believe that's on page 
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2 3. maybe 7, Commissioner. 15:02:48 

2 2 DR. GRIFFING: So it's Qwest's 15:03:51 

2 3 position that you're not missing, say, just, for 15:02:54 

2 4 example, Qwest's - -  when Qwest caused the 15:03:03 

2 5 problem, it's not being said CLECs caused the 15:03:07 

Lori J. McGowan, P J R ,  CRB 
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problem but it's, rather, the type of reason that 

caused the miss by either party? 

MR. CRAIN: That's correct, for the 

vast majority of the cases that were identified 

in this exception. 

DR. GRIFFING: The vast majority of 

the 11 percent? 

MR. CRAIN: Yes. 

DR. GRIFFING: So there is - -  

MR. CRAIN: I'm not saying we nevex 

make mistakes on coding the first two numbers. I 15:03;35 

think any company makes mistakes. And I think we 15: 03 : 4 3  

probably do. 15:0.3:48 

But for the - -  and - -  the couple times in 15:03:50 

this exception those were identified as the first 15:03:53 

two. But if you really look at what the issue is 15:03:55 

here, it's the later couple of code digits. 15:03:57 

DR. GRIFFING: Okay. 15:04:03 
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13 COPlMISSIONER LANDIS: Anything 15:04 :06 

2 0 else, Dr. Griffing? 15:04:06 

2 1 DR. GRIFFING: NO. 15:05:08 

2 2 COMMISSIONER LANDIS: I think this 15:04:08 

2 3 would be a good time to take a break. We've got 15:04:09 

2 4 another whole couple of hours to go through on 15:OJ:lL 

2 5 change management. 15:01::3 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
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MR. POST: Just, Mary or Letty, do 

you know how long your rcspocse may be to 

Mr. Crain's initial and - -  the next round? 

MS. FRIESEN: This is Lettr. I 

suspect I've got maybe half hour to 40 minutes. 

MR. POST: Okay. Mr. Crain, your 

additionai part? 

MR. CRAIN: Less than 45 minutes. 

MR. POST: I think we're doing 

pretty good. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: How much time 

do we want for a break here? 

COMMISSIONER BOYLE: Five, ten 

minutes. 

MR. POST: At least ten, please. 15:U4:41 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS : A suggestion 15 :r34 : 4 5  



of two hours probably will work. Let's take ten 15:04:45 

minutes. We'll get to ten minutes past the hour. 15:04:48 

That will give everybody an opportunity to grab a 15:04:51 

pop or Coke. 15:04:55 

(Recess taken from 3 p.m. to 3:10 p.m.) 15:04 :56 

CSMMISSIONER LANDIS: Let's go back 15:18:30 

on the record because we have a full afternoon. 15:L8:31) 

Same procedure. What? 45 minutes a side on this 15:18:40 

and 10 minutes for rebuttal? 15:18:44 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CFW 
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COMMISSIONER LOWELL JOHNSON: 45 

and 45. 

COMMISSIONER IAWJIS: I think 

that's what the - -  Letty and Andrew indicated. 

So let's go ahead and get started. Change 

management. 

MR. CRAIN: First issue I was asked 

to come back with was the quote from an order 

that said that maintenance and repair 

computer-to-computer interfaces are not required. 

In section - -  or paragraph 215 of the 

New York 271 order, the commission said that the 

provision of an integrated computer-to-computer 

maintenance and repair interface is not required 
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15 to satisfy the substantial time and manner test, 15:19:31 

16 provided that the BOC otherwise demonstrates it 2 5 : i 9 : 3 6  

17 provides equivalent access to its maintenance and 1 5 : 1 9 : 3 9  

18 repair function. 15:19:.33 

19 MR. POST: Thank you. 15: 1 9 ~ 4 4  

2 0 ME. CRAIN: Sure. Moving on to 1 5 : 1 9 : 4 4  

2 1 change management. Change management is an issue 15:19:46 

2 2 I'm very well familiar with because - -  Lettyts in 15:19:52 

2 3 a similar position. 15:19:57 

2 4 It is one of the factors the F'CC looks at I f  :ZB:Ql 

2 5 when it discusses nondiscriminatory access to 15 r 2 O : O q  

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, C!RR 
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OSS. So if you look at the FCC's 271 orders, it 

discusses change management within the OSS 

section of the 271 orders. 

Change management is - -  I guess 1'11 go 

through a very basic explanation what change 

management is, mainly because I've come to the 

realization there's a misunderstanding of the 

scope and possitilities what a change management 

process can be. 

A change management process is the process 

for CLECs to submit changes :o Q w e s t  and - -  or 

requests for changes and then Qwest to respond. 
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L3 In Qwest's region, it's split up into two 15:20 :59 

:Ld sectiuris. First of all, there's the OSS 15:21:02 

f S  interface part of change management which is a 15:21:04 

16 traditional part of change management the FCC 15:21:06 

Z ' i  looks at. And it's what you'll see, for example, 15:21:10 

18 in New York and Bell South or - -  Verizon or Bell 15:21:12 

7.9 South, et cetera. 15:21:18 

;LO There's also in Qwest's region a product and 15:21:13 

2 1 prccess piece of change management which is 15:21:21 

2 2 something that we've implemented which goes well 15:21:23 

2 3 beyond what any other RBOC is doing in the 15:21:26 

:! 4 country. 15 :21:29 

2 5 And that part of change management covers 15:21:30 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
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che - -  all of our documentation that we provide 15:21:35 

to CLECs, tell them how to do business with us, 15:21:42 

che business rules that we provide for ordering 1.5:21:45 

various products and basically the product 15:21:50 

offerings we have. All of the manual and 15:21:55 

person-to-person interfaces that we provide to 15:22:00 

CLECs, we've got a change management process for 15:22:03 

that as well. 15 : 22 rO6 

So change management provides an opportunity 15:22:07 

fo r  CLECs to provide requests for Qwest to change 15:22:11 
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Rome things, either in its interfaces or in its 

product and process piece. 

L t  provides a communication mechanism for 

Qwest to communicate to CLECs about potential 

changes it's thinking of making either to the 

interface or to the product and process side. 

It provides a vehicle for the parties to 

consider issues and discuss issues and try to 

resolve issues so that we don't bring so rrrany 

issues to commissions in the future. 

What it doesn't do is provide a fail.-safe 

mechanism that all issues between the parties 

will be resolved without conflict, without issues 

any tine in the future. 

We will be coming to you, I believe, in the 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
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future with I hope fewer issues as a result of 

changes we made to chanqe management. But it's 

not going to completely eliminate disputes 

between us and CLECs. 

The other thing it doesn't do is guarantee 

perfecti~n on Qwest's part. There are a couple 

of issues that CLECs have raised that we didn't 

do X ,  Y and Z correctly when we implemented a 



change and that the change wasn't implemented 

seamlessly. 

It gives a process for communication when 

that happens, when problems do develop in 

implementation of a change; but what it doesn't 

do is guarantee perfection. 

That being said, this issue first came up in 

workshops around the middle of - -  second quarter 

17 of last year, in 2001, April, May, June of 2001. 15:23:53 

I6 It also came up in the testing both in Arizona 15:24:04 

19 and in the ROC. 15:24 :OG 

2 0 As a result of issues that were raised, 15:24 :08 

2 1. Qwest looked and said that, you know, we like - -  15:24:11 

22 we would like to address a lot of the concerns 15 :24 :16 

2 3 raised by CLECs but to do so, we can't do it in 15:24:13 

24 the traditional workshop format or in front of a 15:24:22 

2 5 commission reach agreements because what we need 15:24:25 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CKR 
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1 to do is sit down with all the CLECs who are 15:24:28 

2 involved in change management and reach agreement 15:24:36 

3 with all of them, regardless of what state they 15:24:36 

4 operate in. 15:24:37 

5 As a result, we kicked off the change 15:24 :37 

6 management redesign process which started in last 15:24:40 



June, and the first national meeting we had was 

last July. Since last July, we've been meeting 

every two weeks with CLECs and going through 

every aspect of change management. 

We have gone - -  we started with w h a ~  is 

called the OBF standards document, the ordering 

and billing form, has issued a draft standards 

document for change management. Basically a 

standard of this is what change mamagement ought 

to be. 

We started with that language. We've gone 

through that entire document piece by piece and 

worked out new language with CIIECs to adapt that 

language to Qwest's region and work out issues 

that CLECs have brought to the table. 

I'm happy to report that we have no impasse 

issues to present to the commission as a result 

of the change management redesign process. 

We reached agreement and have reached 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CFiR 
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1. agreement on all significant issues with CLECs. 15:25:42 

2 And, actually, as a result of a Colorado and 15:25r46 

3 Arizona - -  two - -  one Colorado and one Arizona 15:25:50 

4 proceeding, all the parties were asked to yo back 15:25:54 
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1 workrng on, some additional language for things 15:27:01 

2 like a stay process where Qwest proposes a change 15:27:06 

and assure that they created a list of 15:25:57 

significant issues that had to be resolved in the 15:26:01 

redesign effort and could possibly result in 15:26:05 

impasse issues to bring to commissions. 15126:38 

And we have put - -  AT & T took the first 15 :26: 11 

crack at putting together that list. It was 15:26:17 

prioritized between Qwest and all the CLECs in 15:26:19 

the redesign effort. We've gone through the 15:26:21 

entire list, and we've reached at least 15:26:24 

14 preliminary agreement on every single issue on 15:26:26 

15 that list. So we have nothing to bring to you as 15:26:28 

16 impasse issues. 15:26:31 

17 We have gone through the entire standards 1 5 ~ 2 6  :32 

18 document and implemented new processes and 15:26:38 

19 procedures for every significant aspect of change 15:26:41 

2 0 management. Everything that you would see in the 15~26145 

2 1 standards document has been revised, has been - -  15:26:48 

2 2 language has been agreed to between Qwest and the 15:26:52 

2 3 other parties, and Qwest has implemented the new 15:26:54 

2 4 sectlon. 15:26:58 

2 5 There are still some issues that we're 15:26 :59 

Lori J. McGowan, RDA, CRR 
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3 in product and process and CLECs don't like it 15 :27 :-LC 

4 and are going to go to a commission and ask for 15:2?:13 

5 it to be stopped. We've reached agreement with 15:27:16 

6 CLECs that we will establish a process for 15:27:19 

7 them - -  for an arbitrator to decide a stay issue 15:27:21 

8 in the interim while a commission determizes the 15:27t25 

9 ultimate issue. 15:27:25; 

10 So we have gone past and gone further Fast 15:27 :31  

1 I where other RBOCs have gone in change management. 15:2?:35 

f 2 COMMISSIONER LANDIS: When you - -  1 5 : 2 7 : 4 0  

13 let me jump in if I might. I'm interested in i5:27:40 

14 just how the process worked. 15:27 :44 

15 The CLECs are going to be able to say, all 15:27:46 

16 z:ight, time-out, Qwest, we want to hold this in 15:27:48 

17 abeyance until we get a commission order. Which i 5 :27 :51  

18 commissiom? l f  :27r55 

19 You're talking about a 14-state region. You 15:27:55 

2 0 can't change management process in Nebraska 35:27:59 

2 1 without doing it in Colorado, I wouldn't imagine. 15:28:00 

2 2 What - -  do you do a little forum shopping here 15:28:03 

2 3 when you decide which commission's going to - -  1 5 : 2 8 : 0 7  

2 4 who brings it, you or the CLEC? And if you do, 15:28:08 

2 5 do you get to pick the commission? 15: 2 5 :  12 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-1153 
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MR. CRAIN: This is an issue we 

grappled with. And we considered things, like, a 

14-state ultra judicial body or something to 

consider these issues so that we get a ruling all 

across 14 states. The more we looked at it, the 

more we  realize^ we're stuck with 14 commissions. 

And that's a good thing for us sometimes and a 

bad thing for us sometimes. 

And it's a good thing for CLECs sometimes 

and some bad things for CLECs som~~times. But 

it's the reality. 

There will - -  there are some processes that 

can only be done in a 14-state process. So 

whoever gets in front of a commission and gets 

the first decision on it maybe will be able to be 

successful in forum shopping. 

There are other issues that can he 

implemented differently state to state. So 

depending on the issue, it is - -  it is - -  and 

this is the reality now and it's the reality 

after the new process is in place as well and it 

was the reality two years ago, that there are 

some circumstances where the first commission to 

decide something could, meaning that that that's 

what happens across the region. So - -  

Lori J. McGowan, PDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (4021  476-1153 
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COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Okay. 

MR. CRAIN: So far it hasn't 

happened much. But there's not much we can do 

about that particular issue. We tried, though. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Okay. 

Thanks. 

MTI. CRAIN: That being said, we 

have implemented a complete changte management 

process. It's been in place for quite some time. 

The new procedures were implemented as each 

section was completed and we reached agreement: on 

that new section and redesigned, Qwest would 

take it to the change management meeting 

itself - -  change management meets once a month - -  

and say here's a new process, we're implementing 

it now, unless anybody has objections. 

So far we've had no objections to that. 

So as we demonstrated i.n our filings, all of 

the slgnlficant pieces and all the pieces the FCC 

looks at of change management and a l l  the pieces 

you'll see in other regions have been implern~~rtted 

for many months now. 

What you won't hear from AT & T today and 

what I haven't heard from any CLEC so far is 

Verizon has this piece of  change wanagement that. 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
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you don't, SBC has this piece of change 

management that you don't or Bell. South. There 

is no aspect of change management that we - -  that 

other RBOCs have that we don't have as well and 

that we haven't implemented. 

We've gone further than other RBOCs, and 

we're still working on some language and some 

additional aspects of change management. But 

because we're going further, we shouldn't be 

penalized for doing more to meet CLECs' needs 

than other companies have been across our 

country. 

So moving on then - -  

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Let me jump 

in. Have you revised your SGAT to reflect these 

changes so if somebody wants to buy a service, 

they get this CMP - -  

MR. CRAIN: Section 12.2.6 of the 

SGAT is the section that relates to change 

management. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Uh-huh. 

MR. CRAIN: It's short. What it 

says i.s that Qwest will maintain a change 

management process that is consistent with 

industry practice and things like that and has a 
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listing of some of the things that change 

management has in it. 

What it also includes is a reference to 

Exhibit G of the SGAT. Exhibit G of the SGAT is 

the - -  is the governing document for change 

management. That is also a - -  can be accessed on 

Qwest's website. 

What section 1 2 . 2 . 6  also provides is the 

terms of Exhibit G itself provide for ways that 

Exhibit G, the change management document, may be 

revised in the future as the parties determine 

that, you know, this process needs to be tweaked 

here or somebody has a good idea. 

Change management itself has a way for all 

the parties to get together, and essentially you 

have to do it by agreement to say I want to 

change this process. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: So CLECs have 

a voice? If exhibit - -  or appendix G, whatever 

you're talking about - -  

MR. CRAIM: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: - -  your 

change management process changes going forward 
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2 4 after the 271 process is played out - -  15:33:09 

2 5 MR. CRAIN: CLECs have a voice. i5:33 :11 

Lori J. McGowan, PDR, CRR 
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COMMISSIONER LANDIS: - -  CLECS, 

you're not going to unilaterally all of a sudden 

say, no, we don't - -  we really don't like what we 

crafted here and we're going to change it? 

MR. CRAIN: NO. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: I want that 

clear in my mind. AT & T o r  Cox or whoever is 

going to be at the table saying, this is how 

we're going to modify it going forward; is that 

fair? 

m.. CRAIN: That is correct. That 

Is one of the issues identified, and one of the 

issues we worked through was how does this 

process change in the future. And it's 

essentially done by agreement of the parties. 

COMf4ISSXONER LAHDIS : Good. Okay. 

That's helpful. 

MR. CKAIN: Okay. Turning then to 

the handout. The first paye after the break we 

had on change management process lists the FCC 

factors. These are the factors that the FCC 



2 2 looks at when discussing change management. 15:33:56 

2 3 First issue is, is the information clearly 15:34:00 

2 .I organized and readily accessible. 15:34:03 

2 5 Second issue is, do competing carriers have 15:34 :07  

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
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substantial input in the design and continued 15:34:10 

operation of the process. 15:34:12 

The third issue is whether or not there's a 15:34:15 

procedure for the timely resolution of disputes. 15:34:18 

The fourth i s s u e  is whether or not there's 2 L5:34:22 

stable testing environment. 15:34:24 

The fifth issue is the efficacy and then 15:34:27 

to - -  it's not my word, it's the FCC's, the 

efficacy of documentation available for building 

an electronic gateway. 

?md then the fifth, final factor is a 

pattern of compliance with change management. 

Turning to the first factor of whether or 

not information relating to CMP is clearly 

organized and readi1.y accessible to CLECs, this 

is I think an issue that shouldn't be - -  there 

shouldn't be a question anymore on this issue. 15:35:01 

Our change management process is contained 15:35:03 

in a single document the - -  which is contained on 1 5 : 3 5 : 0 6  
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2 0 the website. It's also Exhibit G to the SGAT. 15:35:10 

2 l We have gone through with CLECs discussions 15:35:15 

2 2 and worked out language with CLECs on every 15:35:20 

? 3 particular piece of that exhibit. Those 15:35:29 

14 discussions are continuing and will probably 15:35:29 

,7 5 continue for some time as we work out some of the 15:35:32 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
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additional details. 

But it's there. It's clearly organized in a 

document. To the extent CLECs have any issues or 

concern with any of the language, they've been 

able to work through that with us and we've been 

able to work out agreements on every issue that 

has been brought to the table so far. 

There are still some issues to be worked 

through. But every substantial issue that was 

identified by the parties as to something that 

could create an impasse, we've reached agreement 

on those issues. 

Second issue the FCC looks at is whether or 

not CLECs have had substantial input into the 

design and continued operation of the change 

management process. 

Once again, I don't think there ought to be 
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any issue here that we have met this problem. 

We've been meeting with the CLECs for seven or 

eight months now, probably longer, longer than I 

want to admit, and have been working through 

every issue that anybody has wanted to bring to 

the table. 

There's no question, there's no - -  there can 

be no concern that CLECs have had substantial 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
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input into the process. 

The third issue the FCC looks at is whether 

ur not the CMP defines a procedure for the timely 

resolution of disputes. This is what we talked 

about a little earlier and one of the first 

issues we resolved in the redesign effort. The 

change management process contains clauses that 

say - -  provides for a quick resolution of impasse 

issues, meaning that parties can escalate issues 

to higher levels of management within both 

companies and both companies are required to 

provide final answers on a very expedited basis. 

In addition, before or after or pretty much 

any time during the process, any party can take a 

dispute to a regulatory body. And that's what 
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the change management provides agreement 

prevides .  And that's consistent with what you'd 

see in change management documerlts for Verizon, 

SBC and for Bell South. They ail have pretty 

much the same dispute resolution clause, which is 

essentially you can go zo a comnnission and have 

any dispute resolved. 

Hhat Clwest has done, we've gone further than 

any other RBOC in that nnanner and have agreed to 

a process where CLECs can request a stay of a 

Lori J. McGowan, RDB, CRR 
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change. That is something we're working through 

the language. There are a couple little aspects 

we need to work through still, but we have 

general agreement on what that looks like. Sut, 

once agaln, that goes well beyond what any other 

RBOC has been willing to agree to in the past. 

The fourth aspect is the availability of a 

scable testing environment. And this is the 

issue that I discussed this morning when we 

calked about a couple of the observations and 

exceptions that were closed/unresolved. 

The question here is, does Qwest provide a 

skable testing environment for CLECs. Qwest 
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d(>:?sfi, both I ~ S  SF,T"c environment and its 

x:i"irroperab.ility environment. There are 29 CLECs 

ct3ral chat have successful;y built BDI interfaces 

ca3ng cbcse cnvlranments. 26 of them use 

~ncez~rsperahil ity and the interoperability 

e?nvironmantr. And we've had 10 now that have 

srlccrssfulljr used the SATE snvironment. 

And I don't think I will readdress any of 

t;he ianues that came up this mo~ming. I 'm sure 

AT & T will have some comments on it. I'll 

probably addre~s that same in the rebuttal 

sectfoxr- of my presentation. 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
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The fifth prong is the efficacy of 

documencation available for the purpose of 

building an electronic gateway. There's actually 

one piece wrong here in these bullet points. HP 

k i a ~  success fu . l ly  built to three releases of ED1 

rather than  four. I was wrong when I did that 

yesterday . 

But MP demonstrated during the test that a 

CLEC can come in to Qwest's region and build 

lrstarfaces to Qwest4s computer-to-computer 

i n te r faces .  They did it first to one release and 



k-,.=r: - " : e g y q r r d  ?cs r w n  r ldd~; iona l  r e l e a s e s  as well 

c , +';a-g Kq:.-sw x i  t!rfit y au  can originally build the 

# , " t - . c  t - 2 ~  i. J?nrf t-fzen r n ~ g r a t c  to addltio~al 

i $ > : f + , z f ' - ' ~ ~  $d$ wl,'l] 

srw & .  a @  a 5 =.'. , A .  hPid e?:idenc:e that as 2 6  CLECs do 

' .  - 
-,-- ::%urq: :1:1:'3i3 or ? 3  I::LEL's do the same thing in 

. - 
I 4. r ,  . , f~ ixnA *,hat aiai-1 ~f you look at the final 

: n:t* : 1 ~ i t f i  f l  il&I report from HP and KPMG, 

Yw-ri'" E;ZP t;aYla?i"ratrs placeti within that r epo r t  

a ~ r f p i  r p  I ti**>* ~ + > r x f . y  t h a t  a t : ,  documexltation and 

y ? : 8 W ~ ~ ~ G A ~ k t : f i  14 rhd~qUaG6 far CLECs to build to our 

iZ!:.P t nh &/-*a . 

Phe  PIX^:^ &nd f i n a l  isaue the FCC looks at 

I 1: : r:@ 34%; earn of rampiiancc w j  th the process. 

Lori J, McGowan, RDR, CRR 
:,.&I, :erirrf k a p u r t  $ ! I $ - ] ,  Ld.rnf~rln,  Nebraska ( 4 0 2 )  4 7 6 - 1 1 5 3  
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h , : ;  6 %  j > ~ ~ ~ b a t , t L y  what you're going to hear  most 

-i? ,I;** rtd:7rn AT & T i t :  t t h i ~ t  the new redesigned 

j $la,;, r+"s-r- 3%; - hasir ' t heen  completely finished, 

. , 
s: , P : ? F + Y  Z X L  l i 4  k;l?fen t beaa completed and we 

r;+:eatr Qernoruarra~ed over  tln!e that we can comply 

r;i* L ~ B P :  pT^CtCE8?3. I n  fact, we have demonstrated 

t hUt  /tier ~ . i i ; t  c ~ r r ~ p I y  w i t h  t h a t  process. 

A:; ui the s 4 g n i E i c a n t  impacts - -  sections 

1' ~ ~ a ~ i a ~ ~ ~ ~ m ~ ~ i c  that l  you ' l l  find in t he  



-i.-.:*:.i~5-;ant erl' ally ~ ~ t h t i ~ .  chc?,ngtrl management: 15 : 4 1 : 4 8 

:*. . - a % , + *  - -  ? - ,  , , ?_?9* c ~ r i t x j ;  h3ve tscen implenrented for 15 : 41 : 51 

<- - - - * . *V -e 5 :  ' fkrey'rc s;ub:ject t o  change the 15 :41 :54 

r ?  ?*-R~JX::  k r ,  : is- S U ~ ~ ~ T - C ,  but, the-y'rc: a l s o  s u b l e c t  15 :41:57 

.' : i.-t*;sr;~. : l;r?:sgK chi;! ch,anqa ma:nagernent process  15 : 42 : 01 

t?,  ".ti* ft,::::??'~. 

f l la  k"E"2 :ecT,'g:lracs t h a c  t h i s  i s  not a s t a t i c  

5 ; - : I  Z W G ,  :: is &t$tzt)til=:: I"_O C ~ I ~ ~ C J I R .  Rut we've 

I *a[, ;ad:t$ -%qrc.Pmnr;!. ui !:ti CtBCr: . Tdc ve rmplemented 

?A~ta :n~ .~~:ts:wvent,r:. knr! the documentation we've 

l*rc.~~i idPi4 p".;su -rdenwnserC?t s tha t  wte 've been able  t o  

-;;*q15, !bit f: h t, brr aqrepsmanta that we 've reached. 

u.i pi'<;-it-c:.hre itrf,o,t.atatlun LhaL wcrve met 

aFfi:;..xrturirbky 93 ;aercr,nt' of  t h e  rn i l e s~ones  ac ros s  

? d7-sr %*:-Asrl I I: botr: t k ~  product aind process  and i n  

"bid. G:,-qr'; r-t~ttt p a r t  a: cl~ango management . 

10 6 

' Y ! , c .  ?.&na f i  Losrtld/unresolved except ion t h a t  15:42:40 

7 as=+ t &,,,: - ,- e f n u r  C ~ F  pS8t  on t h i s  p o i n t  i s  except ion 15:42:43 

' 4  Arid 3644 r e a ~ ~ l t c d  from a product and 15:42:47 

1 S-$ ;J , :J~X~ .~  cii&~.nyv* &T.i%C (Jweot proposed w h i l e  t h e r e  15:42:57 

$3" , : ~ t > i i l  u ta t  ot cf lcer tainty about what  t h e  15:43:01 

f i : 2 3  1 g + f i r d ~ ~ ?  &:it$ ~ Y O ? + ? B S  - - process  would be .  15:43:06 

i'-PF?S :ssuaG t h i s  except ion and, 15:43:12 
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actually, since we decided to close it 

unresolved, the parties have reached agreement on 

the product a~ld the process piece of change 

management. 

And this particularly relates to Qwest's 

proposed changes in product and prccess. And we 

have reached agreement nok only on the concepts 

but on the actual langdage of the document, That 

has been incorporated into the document cnntalned 

on the website. It is - -  it has been impieme;~ted 

by Qwest. It was implemented in April 1st - -  an 
April lst, and some changes took place in the 

next redesign meeting and flnally irnplernan:,ed the 

entire new process on April 16th. 

As a result of these developments, 54ettre 

asked KPMG to take another look at exce?tian 

3 0 9 4 .  And they're continuing to loak at, t h a t  a ~ ? d  

may have some further things to ray in k h s r r  

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CEP 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 3 1  1 d 2 h  - 1 2 5 3  

La-: 

1 final, final report. :Y1.4.a, I-' 

2 As I mentioned, the aspects  wf rades;gn, i S c . 4 d : d 2  

3 each section of redesign as we've rcachcd :;,.14 ;;5 

4 agreement has been implemented. krd ?.kc f z r \ r~ !  1 5 . 4 4  $ 3  

5 page of the presentation demonstra~cs - -  i i s z s  l'::<&t: 1~ 
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some of the things that have been agreed to and 

implemented by the parties. 

The first is an escalation and d i s p u t e  

resolution process. Talked about that some 

before. It is standard as - -  in terms of what 

other RBOCs do. We 've implemented essentlai i y  

the same dispute and escalat-ion process that 

other RBOCs use. We are going one step f u r t h r r  

and implementing a stay process tha t  we're still. 

working on the language w i t h  CLEC!s with. B u t  i r ;  

terms of the nuts and bolts of thie disptrte 

resolution and escalation, that hns been 

implemented. 

We ' v e  implemented an QSS i r t t e r f  ace i l-nwnc h 

development view that includes thfl? ability a5 

CLECs to prioritize changes proposed cuE a z i y  by 

CLECs but also by Qwest. So a l l  of t h c  ChAngcs 

to the interfaces for each reZear3ik 8:le ~1.11; 2:; 

the - -  our - -  are considered together by8 c w t * ~ ; t  

and the CLECs. 

Lori J. McGowa:~, RDR, CPP 
Latimer Reporting, LzncoIn, PicSi-atka r 4 ? 3 r  i;-:a. I:::! 

133  

1 CLECs each get one =.ate. Wear ge:::s -XI* ~7~ -$: I+. 
2 vote. So ever).' company gets na5 .c.::>'-,z kr= ~ 3 ;  1 % r i a 4:: 3: 

3 vote on the rankings of t h e  prrar;i;xatio;t of Y h *  i e  * I +  T !  
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changes. And we implement the ones :hat m e t  

the - -  that essentially Qwest can f i: 1% Che iir;*:t 

release. 

This is a new process thar was zsplenectst3 

for the 10.0 release. We've gone through chat  

prioritization process for 10. a. iQe ' r e  gaz!:<r 

through it for 11.0 right n o w .  

The one piece that CLEGs m:ght nent;t:n La 

that at first Qwes t  insisted that its cha~lqes 

that were necessary to meet its ca~nzi~rrncnts 22 

the PIDs and in PAPS be con side red^ rcqaiaeary 

changes, and regulatory changas arc eutamactcxlly 

contained in the nexc release or whatotbee; rrc3case 

necessarf to meet  a regtslarory ntan~datc, 

Unfortunately , the Cnlsracto '::brn~li$$ :oil rulcii 

against Qwest on that p a i n t .  8uc 1% d id wtaze 

that since the 10.0 and 11.0 g u : o r ~ t i ; ~ ? t t i ~ ~ a  

process have a1read;r gone t h k ~ k x g h ,  t;hti"c&t? : br.r~" 

changes in 10.0 and two changes 1x1 i; ,a rhfir  % ? r r  

considered regulatory w ~ ~ i i d  s t a y  in :hf;sc 

releases but cn a going-farward h d ~ t t ; ,  * I ! !  

changes will be lumped tagnthel", ;:IC i ~ t J i ;  ;' k:* 

L o r 1  J ., McGo.~:ar;. F-i'.?, l:i;?s 

Latimer Reporting, Lincclr:. kieb: aaka k F i t ,  ; :#., i 

p 

1 ones that are neccssar.~ far V P J * ~ : .  i-~s ri-i.*t L W <  
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requirements in FIGS am1 PAPS. 

CLECs aiso have the ability ~ukv-~;: 

,i'..CB1?C'' changes; and we have implemented n t d  F"- '-  

both cn the product and ptocess a i d e  aad L%Z ?.%re 

OSS side far handling tficse eb~tznsas sad itfr.3: ;z;<i 

with i s s u e s  a s  they come u p .  

A few af t h e  o t h e r  t h i n q ~  :'r;,aL - e  v.r? B;nr 

are  imp lemen ted  new prczeasca for z ~ r ~ r c ~ : ~ n :  " L C  

i n t e r £  aces, for  i m p l e r ~ e n t  i ng Raw r r;zrrc"&::es x.i.36 

also f o r  dealing w i t 1 1  wha% .%re Ic'ai:~r-3; pt"?-3t;,:"-c~r; 

support issues, which a r e  issues fbat ix-ne i;kk p t  

a regular, everyda:: bbs1s wri:2?1& @i-rab! C h g  i,?~:;bf 

develop wloh eila irrccr%-:ite and Zbla~ pr s:-hi~sce f ~ i "  

Qwest to  d e a l  %itth these ~ssi,icr, sai S+:%Ct%r;Ertd 3v'  

both Qwest: and Ci.EC$; 3 ;k t~t~bsY&;~nz~l;x C,%:" ko:ta rsqb r:f T p ~ i g  

resolut ior;  af those ts~ze::: dl ?,h.n?i chzce ~ E G . ? - L v c S  

So z h e  bottom ',in!-%, Q d r R t  h . 5 ~  de=-qi ; . t{p, l  

and h a s  inplsmenzcd a r,t_;lf 2 ,aF -kB$! -+1 :. ';;F~,?P in 

management proreas , 1: q!'>M ftiri,Yia: i 'q%-%? St :lae.? 

R a 3 C s  6 ~ .  across ch.ie? ~ot;f:P:-i hl- tv z.4 a I. 

rer;olut:ofi of of t h -  r!,:?:,e%:;.,a:ti hi:.,.*:@:. i-::lL~ 

CLECs have hrtx:~~_!i;; fr-' I!.? t a i i l r  dl* i l *  - I * ;  .r 

prnucj crf ~ Z I C  w n ~  k we . :it- -$i*?i6 : ) : I  : :h t :: : ,r %, .‘ . V. * 

a rea  and d ~ s p i  L." t : ? v G  : a ' 7  ',:lrtb ; Z-.G 



Erhi bit 1,.35.;;-05%-57 
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L o r i  J. McGowan, RDE, f l ? R  
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska 14021 4 7 6 -  1553 

other CLECs on numerous occasions. We are 

working through the issues with t!~ern. \+c ha*-.c 

implemented new processes as a result of Ehose  

discussions. 

Now, I will not tell you 3rau can't - -  an2 

can't tell you, unfortunately, t h a t  thac  process 

has gone 100 percent smoothly. We $:till have 

issues to work out between us and the CLECT:; on 

that. Hopefully the new processes we've 

implemented will address the C t E C s '  concerns, 

But we're continuing to meet with ttletn and 

continuing to work this process t.hreugl.i charrgp 

management as appropriate. 

COMMLSSIOIJER LMfDIS: Did X 

understand you to say that you've been operatlhg 

under a CMP process for some severa l  manGhs or 

that other RBOCs Like 'tTerizon haroe tscalz operat in1? 

under? 

MR. CPAIli :  Sure a 

CQMMTSSXONER LkNDIS: IIss ~t :seen 

Qwest, or has it been other RBaFs y o u ' r e  r a l k j n g  

about? 

MR. C P ? I N :  Qwest has upera;ed 4 



24 change management process for several ;;ear%. We !5:42-43 

2 5 first implemented a process an the OiS9 $-:'stew 15.3: 742 

L o r i  J. McGcnan, RDR, CEiFr 
Latimer Reporting, Linccln, Nebraska C4C2' 4 7 6 - 7 1 5 3  
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piece and have been operating that flttr I think 

well over chree years naw. 

A t  the end of 1999, we implemented t h e  

product and process part of change management. 

COMMISSIONER SrkNDXS: !Okaya &icf 

that's what I'm getting to. Ahd then I'ni going 

to get off this and let - -  

MR. CPAIN: Yes.  

COMMISSTONER 'fi&VbIS: - -  Lr%tky 9ht 

on with her presentation. Yau have had a CMP, 

How did that operate nhen you decndcd t o  afft:r n 

local P I C  freeze ta your cusEnmcrs? g h a t  d r d  

Orrest  do when you decided this *.a a scru:cc we 

want to sell, based undc r  your change m~ltlagwncrrr 

process? Who did you noeity? 013 yst~ nsttgy 

them? How did the;: k n o e ~ ;  about zt? 

MR. CRAZN: T 3  be honcsr , 

COMi.liSSIOiiER LMlCI8. I vatri.5 

prefer  t h a t  you would be. It make:; > r  easier f e % ~  

everybody. 

MF. CPAIIJ: For arise, i .n giirns p*:.~ 
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2 2 be honest, Oh, for the record, that was a jokek 5,?:57.15 

2 3 I dcn't know exactly haw chat was nck~ced t o  I G L G ~ : ~ ~  

2 4 the CLECs.  It was done i be l ime  mder t h e  - -  i s  s g . 5 3  

2 5 we've been operacing a change nanagenrerlt process 35 : f  3 5 5  

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRit  
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska C3QZf *&?&  - I S 3  

t t L L J 

for some time. As we've implemented and reached 

agreement on the n e w  changed prorcsstks, we 'tre 

been implementing those and replaci~:?p thase 

pieces of the old process uvcr timc, now t h e  ard  

process is completely subsurirec! by chit new o'se. 

The notifications undc:r t h a t  -da\hid. have  gsrrc 

out under the old change manwgrmcnt p r ~ C e ~ g .  And 

I don ' t know how they tiera - - trar tttcssc n o t  rcos 

were sEnt .  

CONHISS ICRIER w a I  S : Okay. 

COKMISSZONER BOYLE: COUSC~ 1 qk$k, 

how do ycu determine what 4s the lmportanrc  P C  A 

change? You mentioced that pctrhaps there w a s  n 

word change or something l i k e  t h a t  The "" -  T LL 

freeze, even though it was under r h c  old ckanyo 

management procedure, whateve?' that  ? ~ ~ & y  hhay'ri: 

been, when tnat - - w e  f lrcjt became Clrart- 3i 2 :  

and as discussion cantirrscd ta rns!;a, X 

discovered t h a t  even &:est ei;r~.ioyecs u c r e  :inar&r?: 
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level four, which requires an aczua!  S F ~ A ~ : E E ; Z ~ P  

of a CR. We've tried to d e ~ e 3 3 p  as c : o t ~ x ? C h c ~ ~ ; . . ~ -  

l i s t  as possible. 

Under the product and process n&Pu prspesa, 

i f  there's something thai: dcesn' :  irsll: trxti? a 

category, ic automarlcalfy defau:ts ta -A i e -~ -e t  

three, which is a prcccy serxom c h a T , g ~  8x2 

requires significant ncrt ~ c e  an3 prsceh,ssc"B : 2 x~s.*: 7 

Lori J, McCowan, RDS. <:I?$? 
Latimer Reporting, Lincolc, Nebraska r J G 2 )  14-b - 2 ;5f 

- .  
I P Q  

out issues hetween t h e  p a r t i a s .  

I - -  in eerms 6-f tbc? fai3-al aizrY=Cr;c Ei.rLer=*_, ; 

don't know what nnr icec wcrc c):: t g x a ~  t2-$ % r n t  

But I do !mow that asnce e h c  - -  str't~:$ W@ E ~ * I v c :  

been working rhrrsugh the., isrirorr O:t an & ~ y c d i t - ~ M  

basis w l E h  A T  & T and ottrcx CLZZ9 t-,hT"Bu*;?!'i ?fir 

chaxqe managernen: process. 1;$ h=-iYr: nmpl rrna;::-'i 

new I s sues ,  we have sent out: 25tite$+ rrt ;i~&k 

processes that we ' ve  Si~p~fz%%?:;tte:1 $car b n  :&:ti k t .  Z*: 

to lift '-,hose fr*eei:ec, n.*.;hc t:t:~t~a.-a t':, :.&:;. 

ways of gettin2 sZi chs  p d r t t . ~ ? ~  ~: IxE:~c:  c>n ti?% 

phane at once to expcd ; t :ntrs 2 y i : f .: rti,ase 

f reezes  . 

So w e  are working :!-is': p f ~ 6 . t - a s  * , " 1 3 t { + t i r . G I ~  . - - - & -  

change maairjemcilt. P % I ~  racr-r? i?aV:e %*-r.;: --I 



si5?: *A, F ,  =-.  r r n t  ~tilxber na",;t~g zj?.&,t fl;31"25 ::;snrla dzt  - 

through that p:'c=tc&s , r ; ~  .a!.!fg ?,:I. 2 i i&:- - 

of - -  * : C C x  cc,, T i e r  3 0 . ~ ~ .  A iiraei -3.: r. fa:: a;, 65$_i:$l 

L^Qlq.$ f SS a:.;gz : AS,$ <% ;. ;. *:::fd,?*: * .,. -2. * - 

1 4  staces don' t h&l;.e a f:ea.:.z. cjc g'r;.~!?~-: 

Cp&.x:i; +;;,;'i 3.;. t qg* ' . $%g  ., . . - - :<5."'" ' : : .- 

have F.-PIS"-PS y 2 : t s s  P . ~ W + - ~ , = :  
L L u C I I I  , liii L 

CGH&T; % S - ~ ~ ~ ~ . i ~ ~  $jQ,{-<,Lz ,, & 3, i, 3;- j- .:. . i.i +& i ( r i .  bk . 

Thank y ~ u ,  

sz ,, PQ5T Z,J$%, = *,a :+* 5, ,... dkh,@.~~$,. 



-2". :! .x,+>f! , ,  
n.' ,097 ' .- . 
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o b v ~ o u s l ; ~ ,  from the iZLCe.+s. E:A"_?L~" " 5- z-f 

notice are YOU :aZlc*ng3 &?-z -=:.; :;t:T--~:;?z t '**L 

a c f u a i  r o > l ~ ; l t  ~f t;Re S~~---XS;- %;:$I - n * - * n  _ I r ~ . .  I - - ( -  . . =  - ,-fir - 

or a r e  :hey nocrces sa',iiri..? +Lt~l; b,:?~ 4; : ezz-- 

roLled o u t  t h i s  sez+scs?  

Mf . CPJPI.:, ;",3e$+o_r129 p:: fq: 

category of the 2ha1:ge ~5 ~ ~ : : e + ? ~ f y  ztc~ r ~ ? , 7 - ~ + ~ 3  

are ef : e c t ~ v e  n t h  the n 3 " ~ ? ,  

Caz,~gc- , *~~*  :OUT chG3;ii;e~ t akc 1" bn ;  ; i".-:c -3+ i 

minimum somewhere bctwern 3 5  45 ;',a:,rb: 

P L ~ C E ~ J ~ ~ *  rrrT-r *-*+ L;.iree C ~ J E T L , S  take dC ;ca;- 31' 

days. 

2 .  . ;%a*; 

?+q\(&*r - -,x-'y=- .' :**?a - . 
L - . . i I L r * 3 t , k i t s r r t  .rail.ri*.ti. -*fi..a %'< g 4 6 *. 

:, l; 

that th.;n, Le.l;::yr f ;;a:&' ;'r. ~ " A B ; : ;  y$;j:;i . c '...'..-* .Y A ; ;,. 

M s .  Fr,iesen, t a l k  n5~::tsy - 

$.?$. "%$$>; S,.;g* 

.Q-S SS 1 $ ;-?E 9 i.. 1. J. . ,  .. s 

CMF- . 

. f'j3tES'@t; : <;-*.&s 4{ :>.;A t! ..*. ;*c > 

$.. , ,3:423 , y 3 5 0;; z ;rr 2 ;-+i;q.>'; 5 ' % 

4 e $ .. ', &gr 

WR. pC3ST: 3 + 6 : ) ~ - ,  %&{? ;Z,*R ~ : . : ; ~ ~  y$,:s 

MS.  fzIEf st; ; :;<%?& - - > \ ! A  r ...,, .:,. - tls~rf r?:a_c ': 
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MR. CRAIN: Y e s .  

c t? MS. FRIESFN:  Okay .  SorrFD M E ' - *  

h e a r d  Andy suggest t h a t  @es: &?s Itmad a prac2ss 

in place since 1999. Brr t  what 'rre'lr, m:: ~ e c Z l i ; - ; g  

you is t h a t  that CMP process was easeat ia . l?y  s 2 t  

functional and inefficient. 'Ln f ac t ,  ~*ntl.;s:Cnr' 

with t h e  actual evidence cha t  AT &, T T7ii xii'L.2 :k2r 

record i n  t h e  workshop,  the ir:fi:-;i partlss , t i%:% 

agreed t h a t  Qwest's CEIP process, tt'~.rt's t h r  9'Ld 

process, was def iciene b e ~ a u s e  ~t was i ~ e f  f ica cnt* 

and the response in te rva l s  were fall coo iarr9 car 

use. ARd Qwesb, didn't adtrzra ta the sI3t;: dac%msenr: 

t h a t  i t  had i n  place at :be time. 

So t h a t ' s  t h e  genesis 0% tf:r ~t.cdcsi<tn 0: t?! 

CMP process, whrch real I:., df rfn' t &;r?cin i n  -,st:.;:t3';?i:: 

until mid July 2005. 

' - .?,:,&-- 
& b : ,:: . <I> .i 

; $ r c z  i :zg 

s +:;, .; iY.* : Y >, 
i .& . t 8 .S ) .  . -.% 

7 A .  :%A * - : & $  

;c; ,;:"!$,. > +  
, ..; Lr . *. .$ 

L& . ;J;$ :>. 

+*: :,.- 
A!.) . l r ' $ 1 7  5 1 

3; 1; i:$S : 2.3 

t$&:,>$: - 'i.+ i* 

'i.$ ; ; i; :: 

$.$.:~~:&?$. 

" d. Q ,$ : .G '';7 
.r 8 .. 

L$, Q-";? - T,,b 
1 4 < '1.7 
I I. r * _. 1. 

, & , :  ~ A . ~ : f p  
.i f?, > *4 t ,. ..> ;k 

,:; .$; .: 0 Q ; 5 ,:;! 

Lori J. McGbuan.  RaF,  $:$?E 
Latlmer Reporting, trnrai E ,  ~Zebrna$r.~4 1 4 6 2 )  4 ' i R  8 t $ 5  7 

1 2 l> 

1 Y a u ' v e  a l s 3  heard Qxcs: ~ : r a x c c :  -, . c.h,y: rh-:r ; 4 G; ; 2 1 4  

2 CMP pracess and w i t h  ;esecs: ;a ihetr :.W :i3 t!l I>-, 

3 process, t h e y - 4 i e  don.: 5r,3,r,i t :.a?, *x:y r:ti;c:r P b:::: :,> . + A  
4 and, theref ore, I cjucsr; t h s  cowL: sc i t p ; i  t : t ;~t i  id :IF, rtt  tt-, 

5 t a k e  t h a t  at face  value Iscczxtse what; ::!vi hikv%nre ii..';; i f +  

6 done is offer you any c- ;~dcnre f h s r  :he+.. hauc I ; , - $ ? : .  2 4  

-I done a n y t h i n g  mose t h ~  o t h e r  P R X s  ha*/& d c n r  
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Ic fact, what's happened ;s " -  +,;<3: 1 3  7 ~ 2 1  ha: 

produced through the kaslt r o i   lab^,>.;,; t;vr c;a:l a r  

incizrneil",kilc ~ r s  2-4. case ;r: ? e f L A * - " j  a d *  L t  fir;;", 

that's s i g L i f i r a : t I > .  d:Eferenc tachs c c ~ t  :h% 

o t h e r  RB3ts  had done ;  sz tc t h e  c3l:eg: :ha:- 2-we" 

c i a ~ r ~ s  it has dcne nore t h a n  a>-?' <!?her K&?C t i :  

z t s  2 7 :  prscess, tha t  v k j ? % r  b-i t r t t e .  $3.~: . - i t  *'- i i  

respect: tc its mi" piaz as a whsla, r ' 3 rip? 

t r u e .  

tihat the redesigra process d:d ar  1s ;l;ir ?tie 

process of complering r s  dcvei~>prrlg the bakit 

document t h a t  governs hwg chc CMP p r o r ~ s s  -+corks 

and ir tstructs both CI,E:Zs ~tnCsf Bi*tmG, an h w -  .;F;. 

function inside t h e  Cb?P =TIC::U;P, 

what Q+&ewt has dons - - 4htf E kk;;?k %Aaa," 9'b.z12r 

touched an this a i r k t i c  & ' "  e 9  U. r $1 Y t i r t h  kke';' VF.  

cie-velop~d a prrsrzty i l s t  3: .i*h:$~~:il.ei$t Tn 

change managemen:: praccss :kaC nr??ld~d T;rv 1 3 r  ?"',?3I1" 

I:: 

1 in order t~ ereate car:. :;f "kfln c~,r'+? $\:;I;': : c.~,P - t 

2 the CMP documcnks. 

3 ml: T";e s.;uina;atr*zd - -  and h:;;sefi:Liv y ; i ; ' u p  : %  5 ;  $,- 

4 ,311 got i e  t h e r e  - -  ~ r i m < :  ~-n">rt;:t,s ;x~;A t t~:~t lz :>  ; & 5  z;z &-. 

5 the Exhibi~ i c h a t  GdT b T 1% etfer;fi2 : f iAay,  4R43: : z j  2 2  e -  
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Generally the FCC has looked at C>!P 

documents that are, you know - -  that - -  where t h e  

plan is contained in a single CMP daccment, not 

in multiple drafts. And whar Qwest has f u r  you 

now on their website is mereiy a i d r a f t .  IE rides 

not contain all the core p r o - ~ i s i ~ n s .  Sa 3wese  

does not meet that f l r s c  requisemaent 

Now, I would suggest to you thar w e s t  

probably, along with the CLECs, will probably 

have that document drafting done scmct 1:ile ik-rs 

June. So that - -  so we're right on the pzecipr l r  

of conclusion with respect to the first crit-ccia 

of the FCC's test. But we haven' t ye t  passed it 

I believe that Andy went ttirsugl; A;,I lacl the 

five criteria of the FCC. And he a l s o  mfintrohcd 

to you that Qwest has to t l e r n ~ n s t ~ a t e  a patkcr;: O C  

compliance or adherence to i t s  CMP pian  UveY 

time. So what I'm going to do now, arfrer &al;tntf 

discussed sort of the CMP dacumcnr an& t h e  staKu3 

of eke CvlP d~curne;lt, whict: goen to cr ;t.c:J-:8a 

nunher one, I'm going to g2 through t h e  rest, a f  

the FCC's criteria. 

L o r i  .I. WGnwan, PDR, CBR 
Latimer Reporting, LlncaIn, Nck>raskd i 4 0 2  1 LrG - !i 5 3  

i;3 

The second crlreria that L~es"rhosi3 mcci 1 t. EZ it. 3 -9 



and actually doesn't meet is Zhac i t  nkouf3 - -  :& 

that Qwest should p r o - ~ i d a  a stable ces t l ng  

environment. that mlrrors productuori. And t h i s  

goes to the SATE test that Qwest 1% supposed t~ 

provide for CLECs to test t h e l r  interfaces with 

Qwestls test interfaces to I n s u r e  i n  the t e s t  

environment that they're r^tinct-,xonzn3 pr 'aperly 

So we don't really have to test rhings on ilvr 

customers. 

Because the SATE does not  pll'rs=.:dr: a staklc 

test environment that m;rrass p~:k&rt~o;%, i: 

can" meet the FCC's frmrrfi crlttkrxa. khci t f F M  

sorry ,  I was a l i t t l e  b i t  conf -~s t !d ,  Z b c f c  arc 

five criteria. X ' m  gain? C Q  go t:P6r~~::??.: The 

criteria Qwest failed te w e t .  

It doesrr't meet *,he fa:xL:h e:rrrcr-;-3 $2: 

stable  t e s t i n g  er?virwn;asnt; tor a ci,",::2i~: of 

reasons. The SATE itself rs - -  laas brcn E Y L I ~ ? ; ~ ! ~  

by FZMG, as Qwesr has ?~o',ed: &.hd 12 ~ x n ~ j - , ?  tc.;; 

3077, KPFIC: found there X B ~ C  t l :h:y~.r~~: $i:.t:? i 

wirrh it. f t found SATE d-eF: n o t  3c:iiat Ab  6- 

post-order responses I n  t-hr G r a m c  nx,%zrin: a:. ::1+;z 

are created i n  ? h e  pr~,d:;:'t i G f i  CRV:: ~ : : t r ' a '  

It found that f icri; throalgh eb5 :zu :l%r s A:'? *:-2: 
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supported by SATE. 

It found the ~ o ~ u Z I % S  of srdler  rt!s@=nss& 

supported in SATE is restrreted cr?i:c r o  t h ~  ;".rin\i&i 

process of handling, 

And i r  als:; found t h a t  the itiatrl sati:"-i;;~ezi 

within the order responses ;ti n.;rlt_ " ~ i : ~ ~ ~ t e ~ i k  an.9 

may not mirror the da ta  t h a r  w m . i b r !  Pe tcan:! ;% 

the production responses. KPMJ 't  be^: h ~ . ;  

ultimately closed C h i s  p a r K i C u i d ' ~ "  exrap: LC-!? 

unresolved. 

In addition to thar, rhey'tfie g@nerwtcJ 

exception 3095, And there they ,ray thaf ektha~~i$x  

Qwest committed to work uiitj: the t:;&-:~, %pk.f 

Consulting noted that the trst elr,f+-id'9hf?ri?t .3:5'rG 

not precisely and a c c u r a t c  i y  rsI izca t h ~ -  

offerlags due to the pradudtiaz IrnvsrhQmcbr b; o: 

new releases of the pzad:nctiQri @at%k$s::*:~lii? 

So with rr;&pect rcl r;.s'~%'s, tlWyf*."a ??.)el $4 :+-st 

environment thst deer: nc;: m1rL'Qr pao.ibte ; : :-,P$ ,a~-+-,.i 

it does not - - or at: la&?i: XPFP3 haw ?;o? ~ X L C ! ~  rf?tlEir 

to confirm that Quest is compiyahg 4 1 t L &  L C S  

releases. 

TIIOS~ are t14n'o exzcpt l .>ns :r.* t hi::t $ 4 7 " ; -  

tester. And Ghat C.wcst i ias danc i 6 t  t rnpiili-;i5. i - 

t h a t  I: t h e  Eil~ngs i;~ v,ezlaus :?*&se~ ;:i J!+-;~:I: i 
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- -. 
i r 5  

to CMP i s  to offer up ;ts i ?xcr r3gerabS; ;y -  " r s :  

And I think you heard And; : ,3:i ak:;;r t; : iy  

interoperability test n::..~.rcdi: - .  ,;.a.;~ -cr, 

. . combination with C5e. :n",eraper,*E!; :; t y :r+:?3s;;b;.ui? 

be sufficient . 

Well, there's a prz>btern M L C ~  = h a t .  t m . ~  

because the XPMG issued ex tep t i f l n  3i:U ubkc% 

stzted, among ocher things, thah m e s t  ;Xtt a ~ t t  

ED1 inreroperatr i l i  ",i;t t e s t  :iw t"i P"ulit8tEtfl ri 22 

offer co-providers w i t h  aul h r c ~ d ~ ; i :  t a e t  irt-3 

capabilities. l n  Znck ,  t IChi~sk : ? '%  :-%ji. hi* zaa;ii 

that because of rf~e dbf i::$v~c:,- gdunri r t t  khi. 

interoperabili"; t e t c -  ?;rw*ct r;...>+.ie-d b Y : k ~  -t."%:%: 

test ertvironnerre tb raEPrL~ n.tsEr~: %B1,62h%~ $2rq32?iX:@n.& 

And t h a t  " R wtrn t  KPR; fa ibni i  uAi?r; .i :: J " : , > F ~ &  

. L,'-l>acJj-T; e Ef9;i: 2 .'?&'YX :: except ior, 3 8 2 9 ,  chat; 

testing could h t n b t ; ~  CLEf?;' at)&l>?..;i 't " i - g ~ ,  

Qwest  promised X o  ars;*il: t.- :;ArK I t :>JX:~; : , ;  *.-+%. * f  $ :  r1.1 

to solve the prai3kt:fi. 

%Ye 1 l , SXl-E nk+: r QL;~; ;;r' .f-;s.r 2s y j  -" fi : i7 P- : /i *_ 

problems yet . k r ~ d  t h e  cq5:3: z . 3 ~  L:~::~ G :  

interoperab.il i t y  a39 SP:;'F P,3qr?hez n: ; , ! $ 2  22. : 

solve t h e  prohlc~! 

Sc 3 ' 4 ~ 3 ~  f a z l ~ r l  t.3 mr.42: t,?;&: :;A:- :-:%l%r- 

crlteria c f  the  FCC Z z + s  nnt ' + *  F f i ? :  -. 2 -  
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Lor1 3. McGowan, RaR, CRP 
Latimer Reporting, Linco ln .  Nebraska  ..;;:; -$+&-:",$-i 

- 9  

r r'" 

t h e  nature of we meet i t  part wa,q', isn't t h a t  

okay. But the FCC bas said that the? ha-'? *i: 

provide a s t a b l e  testins envr  mnrrwezkt i;F,at r;;;rr-rs 

production. And they ds no: do that tcJa-*& 

And the o t h e r  rl!ing frizar An~dy talit.eS .*fiai;t 

or touched  on and did thrs sorz o f  - -  r w:d!Y 

call the super criterlc: of the FCC, six$ : R a t ' s  

demonstrating a pattern chi' romp1 r a n t & .  FJ.CSX:$~ 

CMP was redesignee or t h e  sttrftx: : g:i pr:z;=.rGs bc-rar: 

in m i d  J u l y ,  the dacurncnr itsea$ which ?.nsctuj:is 

everybody Elow t o  t3~halie 1 s  $ E i  E t comtng t : q - ' ; k r r  

And i t ' s  n o t  cornple&e. 66r i t ' s ;  '~ ' : t ' t~$i:>- 

impossible for Qwcsc in snmtt rzssla2; t i p  a h z ~  .a 

pattern of complia3cc aver titii-c a k ! t R  @ V C r ,  -h% 

baslr core provis bans of a ts 6PlP ~ c e u r * ; r * :  

But  w i t h  respec5 to htfhiit t i i ~ ?  d:: IclAu"? 

available, 5: w o d d  l ikc: :c d ~ a . ~ :  ynt;? a";, ,: r!;? I $3 e. . 
some of the ou t s t a n d ~ n ~ ~  cxcepc lans u i :L rcapr;" 

t~ th2 CMP ~ J ~ O C E ~ B S  :t~eit, sc;lwr~rr.-. .tri-! ,xSi.'tt :- 

f ron SRTE. 

There a r e  r:iret CXC~-~::ICY~SO t . t c~1 : :  ?:x"'%+"; $139. 

been forced to c i v f a  as  P i C h C p  ~ h ~ e ~ o i v y t - i  ~ > c  

inconclus~ve; nane?y,  tfissc t?%Cept, ;o?iii: r Y. +i3;)4, 

3010 and 3111. 
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1 -  - I  With respect t3 exccptian 3 3 1 6 ,  az April itZ - c  5 :  

Lori 2 .  McGoldan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nearaska i 4 Q Z i  4 "5 - i l%> 

. --i 
* )L 

25th' I believe that KPMS conc!uclcJ thak - - a:i:i 

I ' m  going to read this to you - -  "Due t.$ :,kP;c 

recent implementation oE these pr-ocess kk-ianges. 

KPMG Consulting has not beep? abtsirs ", z>bs&r:u. 

adherence to the documentcci px-aces% f*-t 

notification interval mariagemenr , F.PHt7 # ; I  ; n c t  

be able to determine if t)wctt.tvs 043rwxe:j"-il.t~ 

documented processes provide the nbx i k ty t s 

perform a d e p a t e  t racking or u ~ r t t i c a z i t ? n  i c y  

adherence t o  the dncumentati~n fibr ghsbt  

incurables. I' 

Likewise, with respeczt.0 cxcapr zoii 3 ;  C. 

KPMG went on to suggeat chat, i: 'In.a~r;lrf nut  ZTPI a b Z ~  

t o  cietenr,ine if Qwestls documentrid Frc2rc:ises 

provided the ability perfartrc sclfiqun:c c ;  at;'$; L I I ' ~  

adherence to t h e  document reieasc z n t r r v e  1 m r n 

the master redline, sinip?)' b e ~ ~ ~ u s c  !:tic r.cde%ia:!:~~rf 

process and t h e  in te rva l s  hauc n n t  bacn t c  T i a c e  

a s u f f i c i e n t  amount of t s m c .  

COM?diSSTOtfER -dd107 !-: : 5;:~ a i Je tT>* ,  

how would that be resolveJ? Hou da yau C F ~ ~ T V *  

that - -  
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2 3 MS. FRIESEN : Pardcin? 14,!2-3: 

2 4 
. "  2 -  

s ub* :e~>  COMMISSIONER L;dIDTSi : - - --twdi ,G; l a  -.>-I- 

2 5 the  fact that they haven't been the re  a t~ :>% 

Lori J. McGowan, RDRI  C2P 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebralska !432 i 47i; -1,151 

sufficient length of tine? 

MS. FRIESENt R i g h t .  

COMMISSIONER LAPJDIS : WhaG do ?rt>:i 

want - - 

MS. FRIESEN: No she hss been able 

to determined whether or not Qweot h a s  adhcre~ t  

over time to that process. 

With respect tu exceptioh 3Q94, Qwcst 

asserts that its CMP pravisian atjdr-es%:-:i;g $~~*L!E~UC$ 

and process changes is more cstnphcee 8;wi 

comprehensiire than any o ther  CNP it: tthc .1(73;~& ;- j  - 

knd tnere's really no evidence i l ~  any rcr!:ard ta 

support  t ha t  assertion. 

In fact, i f  you take  a look at. FCC 

documen.;atlon, they have a very wc i i -L~L")DuFIY\~~"~u?c! 

product and pirocess plan in place .  S:rt Lnr 1 ;.%, 

you know, just because - -  j u s t  bec=at:sc c>!,tsn,r 

RBOCs don't have a product and proctxss p i a n  f o r  

their CMP documents, Qwest's p r a d ~ r r r  and pranc$s 

plan in part is something rrfia; arose  i;; :he *7i ,  



Exhibit LN-OSS-57 

2 1 workshops. And it arose out of riecesslty because 1G:23:35 

2 2 Qwestls SGAT and the thing that they were asking 2 5 s i 3 t Q 5  

2 3 you to rely upon for 271 approval in many lG:l3 :; i 

2 4 instances had never evert been ingtlernentea. 16.13:Se; 

2 5 So they were not in a pos~tion to accuaily lE:I3.i2 

Lori J. McGowan, FiDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska t 4 0 2 )  476-1153 

129 

prove to any of the state commis~lians whether or 

not they were doirrg what their SC&T document, s a i d  

they were doing. 

So what AT & T and ozhes CLECs d i d  is pain;: 

out that the technical putlicaticrns and o ther  

documents that sort of underlie and instruct the 

field personnel on how to behave and what to do 

were inconsistent with that SGAT, 

That being said, Qwest offered to change 

their product and process catalogue, their 

technical publications and things Hike t h n r  Cs 

make them consistent with Che SGAT. iirld they 

wanted to do that in the CHP process. Ss that in 

part and parcel is why you have  a pr03vct and 

process change managemefir provision that 1s more 

at issue than perklaps it was in other  - -  i n  achcr 

RBOCs '  271 proceedings. 

Qwest made It an issue. QvesC pronlsrd to 



19 do certain things in the 271 process. And AT & T 16:li:ZU 

2 0 and the other CLECs are simply asking Qwest to 16:24:24 

2 i keep that promise. l6:14:27 

2 2 Nevertheless, exception 3094 poincs out that 16:i4:18 

2 3 'KPMG has not been able to confirm chat Qwest had 16:14:31 

2 4  adhered to its product and process change process 16:14:35 

2 5 over time; and, in fact, the actual evidence that l d : 1 4 : 4 a  

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 402 )  476-1153 

13 0 

the CLEts have of some of these things that hsve 

been implemented shows to us that Qwest is not, 

in fact, adhering over time but, rather, that 

Qwest is missing the boat, it's clot doing what 

it's supposed to do. 

Now, you will hear Qwest and I would expect 

you to hear this today that, well, the CLECs only 

brought up a handful of examples and thar1s all 

they can come up with. 

~t isn't all we can come up with. But It Is 

examples that shows a lack of adherence over 

time, bearing in mind that there is very  lictle 

evidence out there at all. When there is 

evidence that shows a lack of compliance, then I 

think that that has or should c a n 7  substantial 

weight. 



17 And other - -  I'll roll through some of these 

10 quickly because they are contained in Exhibit 1, 

19 which was AT & T's brief, in more detail. 

2 0 But basically we have discovered that. the 

2 1 CLECs as a joint community have discovered Qwest 

2 2 failed to adhere to notification of retail 

2 3 changes and retail parity process,, that Qwest 

2 4 failed to adhere to its timing of notifications 

2 5 of CLEC impacting change process, that Qwest 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 0 2 )  476-1353 

133 

failed to assist and provide an aissistive process 

for responding to AT & T 1 s  list oE the local 

freeze issue which you just dissussed a little 

bit. And there I will go into some detail 

because that - -  that seems right &or discussxan. 

There the exhibit that we have in the 

record, in addition to some responses to Qwcst's 

April 30th filing thar we will be offering, those 

exhibits are - -  our exhibits, that is, the 

CLECs', showed that Qwest implemented rhe local. 

PIC freeze and it did so without first 

establishing a clear or Zunctianing process f u r  

removal of the local PIC freeze when t h e  end user 

or when the customer wants to change ta a 
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15 competitor. 2 6 : l & : 4 @  

16 AT & T sought to rcsslve its pfablens 16 

17 through the CMP process which seemed a likely 16: 1 4 : X  

18 candidate for resolution and expedited resalur~on l6:1F:5' 

19 because this - -  this local freeze lssue dld~'t ? & ~ ; $ : 5 y  

2 0 impact AT & T alone but, rather, impacted the ~&.::-aj 

2 1 entire CLEC community if Qwest had adequarelSJ- 16. 1". Qt: 

2 2 lifted the local freeze. !ti:>: > LC 

2 3 In any event, AT & T discoveced i n  raking I ~ , I ? : X ~  

2 4 this to CMP that Qwest in the meet,i.ngs d ~ d ~ x ' k  l % ; l T :  L f t  

2 5 provide the appropriate subject maitcer F;Xpert;s k s  l&;i4:>F9 

Lori J. McGowan, P a R ,  fRR 
Latimer Reporting , Lincoln, Nebraska I - I O T )  376+1 l 5 3  

9 12 

talk about or solve the prabiem and rhdr  we 

repeatedly encounterec! f o l k s  at Oruese who t2 i d s t  t 

know anything about the f reeze satuatian er hak 

to lift it. 

While Qwest has prcvkded an adAl tiona; B Q 2  

number so that even though they ean'z lift t h e  

freeze timely or ir, accordance w;rh t he  f c8cra i 

l a w  the way they should. we c a ~  ac lea;: gst tAa 

customer on the iine now w i t h  Qwesc and hapaSi:liy 

get the freeze lifted. 

But that in and of irsclf IS c c r - t a i n f y  zot a 

so1.urion to the local PIC f reeze  3rob;efi tka; 
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AT & T has encountered. And L C  r e a l l y  h~gr , l :~k ; :a  

the fact that the CMP process, sspeclally an a:; 

expedited-request basis, is not func~iaa~aq as  

efficiently or as well as lt ouqhz Ca. 

Finally, with respecr co the adhcrcncn 

issue, Qwest did n o t  adhere to the pzod~rec or 

process support process. And that's wlth Y m - h e c t  -*1 

to the wholesale help desk and ather igsues  af 

that nature. 

Now, that's - - those are trind ~":~lsg'nl ~gt . i t sd  

in our brief. Fsid I won'f discus@ tha: aayxi i re ,  

But those are the actual e x ~ e r i e n c e  or desce;hc 

some of the actual experiences t h a t  C L E 2 s  hat.% 

Lori 3 .  McCavan, R D 2 ,  CWR 
Latimer Reporting, L i n ~ o ~ t t i ,  llcbrsslka CJO2 1 476 1 1 %  4 

i ! ?  

had .  

All of this e*wwidenct? '~ras qtr:c:n t:% 

Colorado cornmiss-ion sone t ;n:e $3~7 & r - A  CgBl.2: r 1 . A ~ -  

in reviewing QwesC ' s et::dcnce and ; n rt:c ;c%ino 

the CLECs ' evidence, dn:.-.rtinzc! - - a:zlrJ >*a,: :arsya 

this in Exhibit 2, W ~ Z C D  P.~jr;e$?~: :'j tiLxa ;;IVS-:I 

handed out too. In order s e ~ t  :n? i?t.<tii:\ 

conferences they gave a esr;i:?ii ss xi:; Lit*? ; S; t -2";: 

rneering;, there you trat+e - - :fiere ye*tt ~ : ~ i ; :  ~ C C  :.:I~c 

the Colorado comm~ssian found Bwcst ' s  eY2-:dan% to 

2 <* ,y <+ . ,:; 4 

'7 :- $ * > ,  :%I : j d  

1 <* : ',. 8 :. .$ 1 

I 5 :. '1 9 ; &"!- 

La-. .. , a'., +. ~ , A  , *- t! ; 3 ;j 

;;% ;. ; 3  ! Si-) 

1, f> y <a . {j ? , . .I 

3. . ?+ .. fi3: . . - 

'4 . 
g J> I .+ ; t:>, 7 

.i *? ; ; $.$ ! .? p' 
"l - .l -r 
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be insufficient, determining that it would eititer 16:19:12 

have to give Qwest a thumbs down on the CNP 3 6 : : 9 : 2 5  

process, that is, it doesn't pass the FCC's 15:X9:1E 

criterion, or allow Qwest to put in some more 16:1?;22 

evidence. Qwest chose to put in nlare et-~dence. l$t:9:25 

And Ilve attached for your review also 1Ci:iS:ZB 

Exhibit 3, which is the commission decision 16:19:3P  

memorializing Qwestgs desire to put more evidence 1Q:19:34 

into the record to try and clear the FCC's 16:19:37 

five-criterion hurdle, which it hz~s not been a b l e  16: 19:4X 

to do. 1&:15:44 

Very briefly, what Qwest has done then ta tS;:?9:52 

enter a record in Colorado is identical to what 16: k9:SB 

it filed in Nebraska on April 30t11, 2002. frnd It; ~ 2 0 :  0 1  

that basically contains the affidavit of Linda 16:213:a7 

Lori J. McGowan, RI?R, CRR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska 1402) 476-1153 

1 Notarianni and a few other folks talking about 'I6 : L C :  LO 

2 the interoperability test as essentially 3 16:;10:23 

3 substitute for failed SATE. And it goes i.rrro 7 6 : 2 0 : X 8  

4 further evidence proffered and I believe rt'c 113:20:12 

5 Exhibit I, where it - -  it's simply a truckl~ad sf 16,2Q:23 

6 ED1 manuals and other documents thdr EPMG had t6 t2Q;2tZ  

7 already reviewed. h 6 .  lt;: 30 

8 Nonetheless, this new information t h a c  was 25:23-.TrR 



Exhibit LN-OSS-57 

dumped into the Coiorado record and w h i c h  e x i s t s  

in the Nebraska record does nothing to resai-ze 

the issues that are still outstancling wlch 

respect to the deficiencies in Qwast's e--T~3ence 

that it passes the FCC's five criterion plus 

adherence over time. 

So AT & T and other CLECs submit and 

continue to submit rhat Qwestls evidence f a l l s  

and it fails because it falls into the four 

categories that I 've already discussed, uric was 

that the information relating to the real and 

significant core elements within the CMP 

documentation is not in the CMP documentatton, 

therefore, it's not clearly arganrted and r e a d ~ l - ;  

accessible; two, that Qveuf hasnrs provided a 

stable testing environment that mirrors 

production. Qwest hasn't done that. 

Lori J. NcGo~rian, RDR. CWR 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebra~ekrz i.bi;:! 1 4 L t S  1 

r 1 5  

1 
... Draft final report I £  you !oak a ~ t  txn1h:t - ' i S - " F  + L 2-1 

2 Exhibit 4 to the materials that: kT h f' ti,indc3 r,i;t ; G .  2:-4 t 

3 today and you turn to the t e a t ,  24 . b  xn ths: r5rbsfit : h i - :  1 * - $ %  

4 final report, this discusses SATE, Pt yon gu :pa b B : ;  l .s: 

5 page 592 of that report and ta paqc G i O ,  you' ; ; ~ J T  ;+ b . 3  

6 see a coupie of nor s a t x s f z c d s  v l r h  t e ~ p ' ~ c " i t 3  3 .  * 2 t; 



7 
. d " d  . 

some of the functioninc; if. r,he testt E ~ . < ~ ~ Y c G T : F  i +> *- r -7  

8 and some of the rnaterlal. that 1 weir.: r * ~ e r  becare 

9 So Qwest has failed to pravid~?  a sEa2le g5":: :; 

10 7 ,  testing environment that mi rrars product; s n  + - ,  2 ;  ;!, 

11 Llke I said, the intezaperabilrty tes?: rs naz a ;5 ;3 ;  -%-* 

12 substitute and used in combina:ior, st i L ?  does 3i.t 'L&: 2 -  . 2 $  

13  get SATE ts where it n e ~ d s  5 s  k n .  Lg>-:>- 2-7 

14 h d ,  three, Qwest hasn't dem3bstr~tcJ .-I :% Z E  24 

15 pattern of compliance or adherence tin its f X F  1 6  L A  . 2 ~ -  

16 over time. LQ 

17 And, four, you know, by W e s t  ' s own i 4i'- -- 2 '  - $ k  

18 admission, its product and process work s&i&t?d  Fc :, . 14  

19 to the CMP process is sti!.? sornewhatt. :fit:>~tiple:c :; 36 

2 0 and not done. What Qwest is a s k s n g  b b n t  tu 2~~ 2 *; . p t -: 

2 1 today or appears to be requesting every  :%P 2 :  4 4  

2 2 commission to do is to pass it 136f0ace ~t h a s  j , b ~ ; ;  4 &  

2 3 finished the work that it neceis ra dc, % it*:;L;15; + 

2 4 imd I suggest the work thar. i t :  neeids t i 2  xi; - 2 :  , f  3 

2 5 f l n l s h  1 s  not that far from ~ c 3 m p l @ t ~ o n .  Q=&$t l i ~ ~ ~ L . 9 5  

Lori J. McGawan, RDR, CRP 
Latimer Eeporting, I , incoln,  Nebraska f36:  t ? 1 - * + .  ; 15x3 

t i d  

1 should not be given t h e  p a s s .  Lr. tsCxzer ++:bi2;b ; r ,  ;: ':; 

2 there % so way tne cornmi ss ion3 can f in+< chh? 1% f 1 0;: 

3 Qwest meets the f i v e  criteria c ~ P  t i le  FCI: s i n :  r E it; 2 ;  134 

4 Qwest actually meets t l n ~ r n .  i &  ,l t $9 
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5 We're just short of the flnish lrne in t h ; ~  l t 7 L > : k  

6 race, and Qwest wants to get tne m e d a l  f a r  :& 23 .<; 

a winning t h e  race before actually having :o CYOSS 1 5 - 2 3  14 

8 t h a t  line. :s :::lz 

9 Now, I don't think the FCC has allowed an;: : g 2 : 7  2 5  

10 RBOC in the past to do that. .And ylori s h c l u l d ~ ~ ' ~  L G  23 2 L 

allow Qwest to do t h a r .  West  shourld ac:uai:y 

have t o  flnish t h e  job. 

Because the CMP document w i i l  S c  donr 

probably in June where you w r l l  have a arngte 

final CMP document and becau~e  tWest ha5 asked 

KPMG t o  retest a  few of the CMF exC:ept.ibr;k th8: 

were indeterminate and c l o ~ c d l u : ? r % n i b l v ~ d ,  I t h ~ t ? ' ~  

that there's ample time far Quest t;u gct the  jet? 

done and the commissions t i =  ra7;iew CHP on a 

2 0 completed document with sane i n p u t  Eton a I d . 2 7  :f;i 

2 1 third-party tester as to whether or' :\at Qt4esk % .  + :, 1 5, * 

2 2 adheres over time. la 24 . ~ d  

2 3 If you don't wait for  that, t l ' i c r i  &tiriC. Qwrt?t, L t i x ; & - % 2  

2 4 has got you doing i s  say l ag ,  goad 4!naa3k, wc 1 %  2 4  - , &  

2 5 don' t really have to nee; the I l - 2 r  c.:s :t er : a n ,  1.. :-r 1s 

Lor1 J. Mcilav,lr.. PCP, i.;j"P 

L a t i m e r  P-eporzinq, LlncoLn, @ebrr~si.;a -it:,' ~4;'@, . : :*. i 

a i-' 

1 drafts are okay. ? a d  I dort't. ",hr:;r; :.kti PC2 I:: t i .  2.6 1 1  

2 going to accept a draft CMF a: d r a f e  prc>.??sfi fir I?,  nl+ I-'e 
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the prornlse to perform when Qwest h a s n ' :  

performed even once with the obsemacce a5 a 

third-party tester. 

So as most CLECs would concur 1 s  t h a t  y s m  

really ought to wait unt~l Qweat can a~tuzif;: 

pass the test. And that's all T have to say 

today. 

COF.1MISSIONEF. LiMiDLS ; Let t?,  5'rani 

Landis here. You talked aharri. the Colorad<-r ::ti3c: 

and what they're doing there. And in read:cg. 1% 

appears to me that they c o r l l d n l t  - -  rhey rtidi.,'", 

have sufficient evidence Ln which to pass Qwest 

and they needed an in banc v ~ r k s h o ~ t  or bastcally 

what this commission is dozng today  b c f w e  the<$ 

could enter an order or make t h a t  cl@tex?ntr t&troi~,  

Is that a fair characterizaL~sn of whiit. r , W  

hearing officer ordered or s ta ted?  

MS. FRIESEN : f t hx~ ' i t :  i f \'<>ti P. ,&P 

look at Exhibit 2, paragraph E, r t  Say3 t h d r c  

that the commission can" tic'.cidc a;: C b  c*t;:t*?:~? 

record. And l e t  me tell ycu - -  

COMMISSIONER L>XliTTS. 1 5  y;&it's 

oh, no. 1 think it s e y o  - - 



Exhibit LN-8SS-57 

MS. PKIESSN: . - etrbtr;ii-,h;r,q f"r;s5$ 

. - 
la Nebraska with rhe exeept;o:i of t h e  iipr;. -.-";i 

fiiing that they did was f i l e d  s n  ba??~rad ;~  

Colorado has seen all of t h a t ;  st3 hrlr,:: Ph3:. 

comnission determined rhaL t h a t  ave:;,uc C ~ K C  i i i r  

short where Qwest was conccrne-3, ;: Rase [ ~ + T C '  

some opt i ons . 

And the sptiozs are dt'scz;b*~~j, :ii E . i ' ; i Z t ~ ~  3 .  

which is the comnlssion dec~ssnr.  r a ~ ~ a :  Rr:r> 

statement of generally a-:s;iable tcrv?  asff 

conditions, change nanzgemen: ~ T C I C ~ S G  LR~A:: 

issue and SGP.T compl iari ta -N: kf-r stc~: w~a- 2 *1  

So, Commisslcmcr i-and; 9, t i l i n k  t h a '  y t ~ s i  l r r  

f a i r l y  correct in wha? ::o~' rc s&g-tan r.xcrt$t T Ea: 

it's important to recnyclsc c,h&t t?lnS r:B~::i;~s@i>ri 

not only had a staff megber ~b.::cq Y'*:,- a l l  ifre-( ?'Sf$ 

redesign meetings bu", lt ' 3 a l s o  n :i rtn;rid-~ sc-. : :-'t 

all of the evidence West ha?; had t:z> o t t  Fa *t;I 

recognized that. Qwest 3 csff sr:nq Lk.in.'s. c4*:#rrt~ 2:p 

short, rhat it can't creprsnant fc t h . ~  6?!: t hn: 

Qwest  passes those f r v e  ics;::ar ~ C T G ,  r a  ac?d:":n *,* 

the compliance piece. 

COIZFII SS Si>Ult:i" :,8?7h E G &. sc! : F i ah  :. 

guess I read t h e  o r d e r  L3 sit;- th ry  '-n::r *r f .*"  . , 1.4 ' L 

workshop on t h e  ~ s s u e  of L"?,l!F &r:4 ; c r ~ t c , ; ? ;  ,: i: 

* _ .  _*, -,L , ?> : ,u; ';: : ; 

> . .  'h .  -." 
,; s '' i. :! ; ".. 

. . .  
1, 5, . 7 

. +. .:. 
r ;. . i :-< 

' ;$:;f.:J,> 

t 4  1ag::2.& 

> <;: , .; ,: 4 :; 

'. .* '*. *: 
5 $> - ;2 :- $4 4. 

ti;. > - .. ; 5.: 4 8  

1" a"': .:.? l 
.,. i- " - ..: , t  

;: af . 3i, 

, -.,$:r ..Ld *. ,., .. r & : 5 'r 

;, 8. 2 5 ,: 

. - ., : 5 ,: ; c* : g.:*; 

,;. ,>. - .., ,. .. s ?. 
.f I!. ? 4.i ,l 4, :,.? 

:; g;, :. 2 $$ : \ > 

1;: $. ,; 2 f; 5:  :g:& 

3, +: > ': . 1 a+; r 3' ' 

.:, g. :;: j; ; $j ,; 

: :: , 2 #: z :~.* 

i 1: s:, 3.5 . 3 8' 'i ... 

1 $? ,, :b ? . ,&, i: - 3 5 

,, ;,& , > , 2 %  f 4.2 

.v .,, * ts ,: :; fi : -4 :j 

J' ..& .,- 
. . y : * e : -  4:; 

L o r 1  J. !3cGoig;3re, PDP, Cpk 
Latimar Reporting, Lincul r j .  :jebr <%.,-?a I $ ,:?' +-s- ,  i, ", 2 
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+ I ,? 
Y ,. 

my impression t h a t  t i iae 's  &xnccly- W b t % " -  ".P- 

Nebraska cornmissinn ir; ciorng F3dA;- a ~ " $  *:i3t'o 

what t h e y  wanted i n  - -  apparenri). i -L-i:t:rli: "'-. C " t l l l ~  --; V 

they wanted an oppart~'i~l::: 25 ~ U C S + ,  :':I:; ;c 'e~t  ' e 

assertions and test worksh~>p aad 

NS . Fi?f ESE?d: i ~ t  ~ ~ ~ L L I T ~ x ; ~ : ?  %?' C \. 

already had what's been e ~ ~ n * ~  -LA AG :.;; :as:- 

presentation. Trrs  a I f t t l e  bit I :kc gkat  nr :c 

doing today - -  

COFwISSXO.KEi; tdXilLLS : Qha:" 

MS. PRXESBZ: -dl;*k : Q $kfi:f.: : : ~ ~ ~ ~  

and presented some sixdes nr;, YS:, r x l r ~ ~ : k  ~ j ; d t  '-kt;) 

meant and how rt varked 838 kki:;:!~t I rxe*  tt;;'ih' 

Fad he  also had S ~ d y  ~cbll;ilrz p$ '::ce'ar;r~qa" the: 

priority l i s t .  And 8tme o-1:~ cr.t?!iar%.: ?h,?= 

you'll see i n  AT & T's k:xk~a;ts, the:. 1,4i$,r.if ti; 

t h e  commission airsout t h a t ,  khr C~*IPICI'I::::; ,1:b t i ??  *11,7. 

brlefs, 'dhich I ~ h i n k  ycir 't:<? a!  r l:<li:tt: t 2 ~ ~ r : s  ::; 

relation to t h a t  d~scussrs): 

And j u d g ~ n g  c h a t  ~ 1 : s ~  ;as:;;j- ,a;;:'! :,,-:A: 

evidence, t h e  Coiaracn :t.%r;; sr,~.:?:t $=L: $5 '::iitq. pfiaa: 

came up s h o r c  , t kd: zlte;; '::"i~: dn' : .I*_.' ""t ,:,$ 

whether or not Qwcsr hts& ye: f ~ ~ $ 4 :  c r - - * -  k c -,. * 2::  

and the besk the:,. c 3 i ~ l d  3,:. ;d:r<: s i t  hrc ; c4..2 ,; 

silenr, w a s  one apr:Qn: gla:i+ p d h ? t ! t  CIf:l:,->: -A J ~ T ~  
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Lor1 J. M c C ~ W ~ Z ,  R ~ F " , .  C'EF 
Lat imer Reporting, LincnXn,  N e i a r a s k ~  1 4 0 ;  4 " .  : ;:, 3 

; I f  

was another option, in orhcr w a r c i s .  tX2t p d ~ 6  

them; ar allotr Qwest an opporcuz;;:;" k t  bz::i.~ ; ;;: 

more evidence. 

Qwest chase the t h i r d  apt:nPb A E ~  ITX 

choosing that. thi~d aprinn. what t h e y  :ild ;E: 

filed in Colorado w i t a t  yatr have t-ei:s:vc9 o:i. Wr; l 

30th' 2002, which i s  just Q;YP_SC fiet+e~;.iri? t ' s ~ 3  ?r 

discussion of the interaperability test and 

things like t h a t ,  things t ha r  dlsfi't reall:-- go t;x 

fixing t h e  outs tand~ng e x . c e p ~ ; ~ d % ~  clt; t h ~  ~ d i ~ i ; " ~  

that t h e  CLECs have brought farward ko ?Rc 

commission - -  

COKFIISS TOtiEi? t+U-ZEtDTS - Qk,t j i ' ,  

PIS. F9iESEN: - n c$yi t> :-&it :J 

CO?4?4TSSTO&IZR LAND I 5  " Y t i e E i ~ ,  "$I:;J 

1.75 + Pi?; E3EN : Ttaa r, b CC* I;-+ f%.4r ( 

stands. I'ni not sure chat: ?7ebyatikz~i r ~ r ; ' :  in ti? 

same boat. 

I know that I owa  h a s  cxprnsacd  :l:orrP t:*?r: ru.4 

concern about the CME' prori2s.f; 3s w.n.citll J T ~ A  t l i+  

lack a£ evident" te ~ 1 3 3 ~  t k ~ ;  ;id?&::. :L A%*",::+: i-: 

camplying tsl t h  t h e  FCC ' r: r cgl: r r rnwn: st 

MR. PCIST : Ftcarak, i f. ' 8 \. "*  i. '-., %, . 7 3 

Commissioner tansis, ~f Z ~ c > % ? d  
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COMP?ISSTOFTER LFADIS : S u r e .  :r ' -: s ! 6 - ,, '" -; - 4  

L o r 1  J. M c G o w a n ,  RDG, 222 
Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, NeSrask;~ ( 4 0 2  j 476  -; 1 5 3  

:4: 

worlcshop . 

MR. POST: Letty, you xnferrcd . -  

this is Chris Post from the staff. Yau infexcred 

that the completed document would bie campleteii 

sometime in June. I f  that was the (case, I 

imagine AT & T then would like a pa1ttesn of 

compliance demonstrated by O w e s t .  ;bian nucb 

should or what should the commissinh cxpect 

far as the duration of the pattern C P  campiiaitce"? 

MS. FRIESEN: Thac ' $  s goad 

question. And I think that Q'+test irsel:: haa 

helped tc. solve some of that. prablum by re~pq;,i:~g 

some ~f IPS excepti~ns with respect to t h e  CPaL 

exceptions. 

I f  they  asked - -  they baskcaliy asked X P u . 3  

to recap some of t h e  adherence over t l i r t*?, L$stts:%: 

" i' And I think with tcspecr to chose . i *~d-*-c 

no idea how long it w ~ X 1  t a k e  KPMG "ro &a t k a i  

But I can't imagine it would be very  lona. f t  

KPMG starts soon, I w~ul.6 cxpect w x t h f n  ti&:$ 

months or three months. 

COMMISSIONEP 1;ki'DIS: Tarern riio:1th97 

?.; , 2%: .D$ 

15 2% ' Q &  

'i 6. : 2 ? as': 

* .: :;1-";. 13 

1 i; .: 2 3 .. . i. , .  4 . 

f g : z F : , L 7  

' * ;e; : :g:ZC;; 

l(;.!::Q;;l 

1% . ' i ~ 3 . ;  "" , I. .*. ' iV. 

:Lt;:29:3& 

1 $ 3% 9 . ',\. 1 . v v  . #* 

'16 : 2 % ;  $ 4  

; 2$ i : ; i 3  

:&.;:,l.!,;:t 

" i; . ,- d > 4 ;;; *.. b r -  

,i. $i 2 9 '; 4 8 

:i; . 2 9  : f i ;  

' 1?57:3;54  

1 ;. 
b t.? ,, ,: . 5 %.? 

1 . 6 ,  23:5i? 

.. .- 
A,:): Jd:Q2 

r .- - 2 . <7 -1. 
&?.b ; J::, * , 
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2 3 MS. TP--;ESBE:; 9raz i n  r-t;hd. &f C 7 ; p  ."? 

2 4 is not asking Qdest ta he perfec: 3:: i t 2  

2 5 compl~ance or :.a be p e : f e ~ r  r;r:  ~er?.?: r f  I-*L:;~:S 



2 1 iittle b i t ,  In catarad;.a u.: l-..;:p 5 e:~ fg~f l :~~;  

2 2 and an i n  bang pr3cam -'. E R F  g, .%?T t i :~:?;g* 

2 3 management. It hapgecz$ kefw;-te f . 3 ~  ,$j::3s$:. 
.., .- c. . .i., 
?. .?: ! <. 2 ,: .,c L7 

2 4 repor? came our ,  ZE h & z ~ - f n e ~ $  - L &Ei>:?$+ ,::sL+ i' & : I;. : - . - - .  ., :i...& 

2 5 of the SATE obs- ,yyac i . A +-- b-, + m . , ~ ~ w r i , ~ ~ *  .,. .. ." \. b3 :,. + . ,.,c.s;~L2. --..c.i-. ',G<-Z ?- $ 

;. =& 

c ? ~ s e d , j u n r ~ ~ a  l\.$c&, 

Cr~icrada a&%$ ug ET:: 2 s & ~  3 f6,i:;i:t i>cL ;& 

certain date, regi3rti zq i:-.h  ha ~-<:...i~i;,~~+ s.g ::PC+? 

change n a n a , g ~ m m ~ ~ ~  rncbe$ig;; 6a3.1 :a$: $errs @-f@vi;g. ; . . t<~ 

further in f ~3.rsgt i , a ~ .  OF, .:8::~ : r ;p  g . ~ ~ ~ , ~ i ~ ~ 5 ~ ~ ~  .. 'e'&z3L:z 

Qwesr &f & i:tr.as pga.7: i,&p :a, %;+ ';,~%;,e;kqt&t. fl:c:y; 6s; 

evcr-ytf.,ing except fa:L ; l;.;:+6:6$:a, p. ,. , . A;.:, :b ?. .i .*: j, .*. :L.Y. 4. .. j r ~ - - , .  ,.-a: A i \ . i  2: 

efficac5t of dacu@ci:.~a'r:ifjf'c $'ir'ir3i.,:.cf C.62 

inrerSaccs . 
t . e & ~ j z  Q$ :&.&:. :izif$ a3 w rl:wta';t $ 8  

f a c t  that :hare ~ 8 %  c"),:;:;;+<;$:i;t:~g,g:;-~,;::>,,$ ~ , , , : ~ :~ j ; l : ~  s,,.it 

SATE , thC P q  "",. +:, t;d :!,, 2- ,#.:$vs-a - J :PC s, 
,-L ., -2, c ,,*,, c.-.m.,z. ,.i.a ,:, , ,,, ,; S$ir;R9i:j. :,j!;; 

f u r t h e r  i,nc~-t..xrat:.fir;. Ar;:,t ? ' = I * ~ !  ,. c d :. . ,, , n " k - t  a .., r T: ;; !-j, 

orders y o u  see. k:f:f ::B:,$E <;::.I:; 

&<,-J esf :c ; rCi ik~; . r .  - , .  ,iir;g ."''iLii- .;,.-,..'.p '.'*+-. ?-*-.i'r 
, & d . L "  .,' ,b * t .  <. '!. $ .,..%*, << ,,, c:..?:r 

the osdc>rs , b ~ k  r 5 =&a:; .-i?ivfi"3. ..= i b.$ .!,. 1. c % + ...,.... %. z~..! ,$?,.+;-. 

Chair-man Gif EarrJ sat; :,EX :.is;.;:; :qL4- +:cg.t:: iv:; ni;*t..qy. 

he ,i r: * %re - i : l , . s i ~ ~ ~ j . i . . r .  i SI . - ii., ..=......, .L;! . : . *s ; ,  i ,,. :m: - I8  :'?i '2 C I: P.+f 
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19 wnat t h e y  w e r e  raally ilr.air,k,?cj at %-,ns b - %  -- T - X  - - 

2 0 information an S=iTE: and icrszc x:-,,P~it%~x~;an -77% t > E  ;? ;? 3:. 
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because we did f ~ ~ r ,  pc~;- : j f r  :'&?" V-*R*- . -  p -' 2 2 .. c . . . . - -, I ::+- 

2 3 first flllng we nade 1 : ~  C, ;:i?a:$z - " .- "x; s >  

2 4 MZ,. Fp.lEvsE:;; 1 .T 3 >:3,3 :-2 ?*-c * : ;a: 2: .LC. 

2 5 o b j e c ~  to t h ~ s .  1 12s:l: ~ r ~ 3 i - 1 ~ 5 ~  :Fz~t : i 2 ? t ~ - :  %F; i~ --it 

C ;l d 

frorrr t h t  hezring. That flrzr e.~zh$;~.;-:."l;rt &;I:>$ 

what C~mmissianer Gkf  ear4 : n <*33nrtI&~? g b - . s s r t  

thoughr should ke included 3n ihv & ~ r  t: 3;-k~ 

f i f  i n q .  

-PI?. GOH?itTBST9$Z%"rB*rt5iiz;::. c+%t t '<  * 3 

f a i r  enough, Lctcy, si~cc wer:9 ?aih.:h;~ sb*2~!f r:, 

go ahead arid s ? r z p  ~t tip+% &.I? l t f , L % ~ -  :" 4s .z 

late-f llcd exhlbrt . I:hr.:i: :;%:: :#.a4 L: 

PIS . E2I52; T%,cafi> -qx-l; 

HA. %'T%:k:CI. i-ir3-l : d i ; :  'y*,?a=z;;< 

admit, L nade a mrs tap l r  h.3~:~. T ;stt;%;p:'~t*-d * f  -- 

Colorado curnn,sg;u::'r; a,c: l LC: , ; r i f ~ :  -,;I d : i i ? k  

s h o u l d  ha k:t rhr Apt  L :  :it?+ :: :;:t-j : I M ~ ~ X  t-  2 

mistrake and didn? ' , - f a ~ i , t i , ~ $ ? l  s~,.r-+ v f . i : : , a i ~  t i + ~ i . ~ b . ; *  ; -  

wasn't clear  i n  my mred :.%ac : h a & ~  7;~:-.2;": :>* 

i n c luded .  
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Those naw have beeri p i o v t d c 5  I ~ C I  t 3 r  C;::~!cid-> 

commission. And those were - -  ?i;e s3mi- -i:cr ;.ml- 

have been provided to tfizrj csmir;c;s:;,:; -7 --2: 

A p r i l  30th filing. 

A couple issues, and l. guess uha: ;: ;e.%i:.~ 

comes down to - -  well, f e t  mc go frcn t m  rug 

AT & T stated that othcr EOCs 6:~t1i~: d- ; h s ; r  

change management the s%%c way and J;dr:'"_ 

negotiate the change mnagcme:;t cti,ati?c:? . - i~ : r ; r . "~  

Lori 3 .  McG3&sfi.  RD2. f:RR 
Latimer Reporring, L i n c a t n ,  Nabrhg4a t 4?zi J"K I;!%? 

z t  ? 

the pendency cf a 2''I p:.acc*idrr;i+. r h ~ t  i c ?  

absolutely not, the CA&& Ihi!: ow&'v ' - .  ,L t :  t f : ~  WB-$- 

t h i n g s  were hnndled isr_ %hc a * Ikrt  'Y"ilr4. aft3 rbity 

were e>:actx5.r the  way rhirigs wBP& ?fh8h',"jk?*f a r -  

Texas . 

There ' s *, irnirty d r  f L"~il82fi~e air ~h%t+-!i ?E:P 

completion of t k i ~ t :  - -  t k 3 ~ i r r  I;TY~ECE::~;X 3 ~ ~ 3  "ci$~i?l u" :L~:J::* 

Rut they w e r e  aPI d6nc d~~r-ra lq  e b :  $ ~ ? - ~ ~ ; * r 3 ; ~ i  2 .;l? 

testing, during the prayeu"fr9;:i c.rt ; - ' r '  :.ns;-:r 

AS to t h e  :rn;rlcr;l.!-:itatl3nt~:~m ~ > f  : h~ < < I : * -  

provisio~zs , we 'na:.~ pr~c: i3td ahd E ) I  E I ~  : :test ,>:: 

pages 10 to 22, 1b.- f i ,  ra LS p2: i~::i & > : t i ;  

filing details& ~ n i t s m a c a s r :  577; r3?11?:. F',I::~: -322~ 

provision 3f change msrrli+gerx,ez: *a; : r " t~ : *= iw ' - - rn7 ; i ,  I ,  
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15 and our performance ac3 9 c T - ; : S ~  dfkdki trvS 2 : :ij-t-,c i= 

16 of our performance ra:a E; ; ; " ,c~  :;'"ca. : ~ P Z E  

17 processes have been ron$2rn::nt-f-:i lil",-:'c 9 ; ;  ":f 

1 8  those f ~ g u r e s  r&:igs f :-ZY arryrk':;e: r l>~' i , -+r~ht-  + - -  z r i - i  

19 100-percent conpllance. 

2 0 S o  we have dp.vang:rare.,!, :gat IL-e %a- + 

2 1 implemented ~ h c  care pray ;  9 SF >:%~t:*e 

2 2  management, afid we hij - ;~  de~~zne:rat4i-3 t-:%ar = F ~ , ~ , - ~ F  

2 3 been able t ~ i  perfort? ui";5r"l%- BZ;3s+ Cbi4r  --  b.e. y - - c ' * .  + 2 v , ? ' 7 * 7  

24 AT h T tr;astlz?.;t,sd sw-btr~; W P S W ~ E  'th'l.3: i2.41'~ ;G it5 2,:: 

2 5 come up. And thnsc ks~tre t  are  ~xa!l::.;i wl'rcrt ; -,I,L . - ~ S - J Q  
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ability of GLECs 2 9  baz*,d idi.~.r kpS.  e ~ f z - = s  
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aperatiog r,o&p&ny.. ir-rtq - .;ii:;Y"_;&*-e $1 2 ~ 3 ~ i 4 : ~ r ~  $ % ?r: 

1 ' 5  

h a s  deveiapcd t w ~  : 6: J I re ,i l s,e;fi c ci f .  ; . , 5 ... iit; .d 

Re l 1, opera t is:;$ ca%,:,pnnii a;;?$ : i F S ~ e ~  ~ $ 2 ~  \.q?;35.fi7,h% 2 ;:! f 8 %;,+: 

AT r; T 'tsraa-i1S&n6 
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with pwest for pui-posss of s a k , ; ; ; ~  c c w z x ? ~  i f  

this workshop,  a r e  ri;eyl. 

t"R. :?.A:>$: y g a 5 , ~  :&k:" i*,Lc:>.! 

correct: . And :.hey ~ ~ ~ - , , - P . ~ .  t t e x  f : :- -t?- ~ I C = -  2 &-;i,-? 

of any sizgle CLZZ i x a :  kzas ha3 2: Zf ; e . i ;  l i o~ . . 

problems hu&lbL;;g t2 su;r 32; i6iCn:'E~:e~ 

So SlatCbn lrne i S  we i l t l t ff? PtdcZJed T ~ E  

evidence necessary an ;n:i t,-ije A S ~ I . L ' E ~ :  ~3: ,7k4n.~zc 

management, 811 t he  factors :hat t k ~  FC: ; ~ ~ 2 h  5 

at . k2.e hsvr done a r ,r  cxezid.=iue ~ : * C , , I ' L E ~ L ~  c f  -wp( l :  k 

ovex Eke I a s t  year bt so i~ ~1?~4t&@i3  CLFf:f ' R P ~ ~ F  
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9 established various Levels eE imps- .r.anrf 3 r  :i: 3 % - 2 4  

10 classifications for certain rhanaes IF? ~ h r  15,46P 27' 

11 varying notices that you sent o u t  az f a r  as rE 16 ; B -  s,: 

12 it's a 30 day, 45 day, whatever type nct;ce. Arc f6:3@:3L 

commissions ever noticed as well in ndd;tinn r3 

the CLECs when it hits a certain le-$cl* 

For instance, change malzapc$i@nt. t Grim 

Qwest may or may not make a t a r i f f  ct ratbc sheet 

filing or whatever, But is there 8 s??realn I&vei 

that it would make some sense GO SEA& naciec e& a 

designated contact person at t h e  Catrlflii &ten  whcrs 

such a change was h e i r q  coneempfa~tad? 

t'iF,, CWfM: The ra  i,$ na - #z P;h~.:.ji ' B  

no proirision for a change reaching a i.e:-c,t:n 

level and then Qwentt prcllvfd i ng  n:rs i f  :cat i o s ~  tlr? 

commissions. 

I do know tha t .  Lbere ? a  67t Idlidst O I ? ~ !  ir3;- ),w& 

Lori 3. McOouan , RUR, f RR 
Latlmer Reporking, Linco i t t ,  tie'hristtLqr t43'd.i  496-$'!,%> 

14 a 

1 commission s t a t  t rhenbers a z r o n ~  a;:r T R Y  ~ rs r ;  W?:~:J a +  ~ " - i j  

2 have signed up on the :rotifitaY.ic~t~ t 1st And t h S 2 ! i  

3 this commission for - -  i t h i n k  t,ha$c - -  rhcrc"t ',& , J3 ,? i  

4 not a linitatisn un t h o s e  t rat~lrr , i t  t - i : :5.  L P  I h 3s 3 %  

5 there s a designated represent at :us a t  -"  & i d  F *.a= kt ~ ~ $ - : = i  

6 commission that we ahauld he nen5l:tg thcg*: r::, :n s'? 1; 
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we're happy to d 5  that. 

MR. POST: Bc 1: we"? 3 ; k n  L C  

& % inundate sanebody Like L i c k  ?aia6gL;!2 r ;  ,i t c z s  

of e-malls, maybe r;hc camrnissxc7rr l . ~ ~ i : i . ?  $;kc ",r. 213 

that. Thank you, 

XR, CRAZN: S~z-ie 

f?OMMISSiQFOkl(l ;++&Cj$i f 3 ~ -  ; $ 5  \ - ? -  t r i g  . 

do yuu have any questisnu? 

Mr. Crain? 

Anything f irsatly bcf ore: .e:&hulxidn A- 

woxkshsp today? 

18 b'iW. POST: A ~ t : ~ t i ? I i j ,  1i.t; ;F%P 

19 thing. I j u s t  want rcs ~ r : f e  tdRe re :sr:: 

2 0 clear that ss trjpicat fat- t h e  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . ; r i g z ; : v : r  IZ.+~.D 

2 3. a11 the f if ings r ~ g e x d ~ n g  G~~~-P?~X:JO ft;~tidt4~?feTik 

2 2 the O and Es part ~l k k i 3  rmer2, we CL$~;:' : 

2 3 necessarily specify an ~)zgL~hif, . 2 1 : ~ t + $ l ~ t ,  CFt.t $;: ! 

24 the f ilitigs have beerr Lqjid~ 31irf w!  ; : k t r  $ r s i L  I~:I*~ ,, 

2 5 the recar&, 

1 caMt( i ,S'$ i ::j$$ER L,PL:j3 1 $j : -fb,s- , bl k$2 T .&:tj . g 

2 ,;<;,a'q ' . ; t h e n  1 thlatr ME. Frieaar; 1% qc?;rny grf:~<r.i;f~ !:&? 

t ranscript :  of chat  pr:oceedPng j f i  :'..i.lzi5-Afi.'' 
. . 

3 ',,,<:..*-,, .A,.:- 6. ; (6 8 r ;, .j 

4 tq:?. . POST : $iag$z k; -$ .?- & , ,;,, -, j .$ ,--. -.>,a *: ., 



of that transcript. 

MS. VINJ.UmL: Is Ms. Fr i eacn  

going to - -  we had some difficulties vlth ~ h c  

e-mail she sent out, if she could please provzde 

us one hard copy to make sure what she sen: cut 

matches those that - -  

MR. POST: ActualJLy, 1 ha7e a2 

extra copy of what Ms. F r i e s e n  filed t a d a y  

regarding change management and O and Es, T ' i l  

make sure you get it. 

COMMISSIO?JER LAND?IS: Okay .  

Anything else? 

Mary, anything from your standpoint before  

we close the workshop? 

MS. TRIBEY: No. Thank you f i ~  

allowing us to participate by phone. We 

appreciate that. 

MR. C £ ? ? I N :  We do have s n c  

follow-up. And it should not thke very much L tn;e 

at all. When certain changes were madc to 

OP-4 - -  

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latirner Reporting, Lincoln, PSebraska 1 4 0 2 )  47ti 1153 

I, 5 1 

1 MS. NO'FFIP,,TAft?TI : The r l u e s t ~ o n  war; rg;4ai55 

2 asked earlier iibout the UP-4C changes. ?aid ~ t ' s  i&:9Cr:45 
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my understanding from checking back with one of 

our folks, that there were, in fact, some chsnges 

in February and March that had to do with those 

familiar with discussion at the ROC TAG meetings 

with intervals over the weekend and Saturday doe 

dates. Those arc reflected in the note section 

of both the February and March data. But the 

change.: were made in those months and retroactive 

to December, is my understanding. 

And then there's also appalrently Boneone 

very minor modification that re~ally isn't going 

to change the results. It's a negligible change, 

However, there is a change going in in - -  t h a t  

will show up in the June report but reflects May 

results. It will be the May results in - -  that 
come out in June, I should say, And that, 

similarly, will be retroactive back to Derentber. 

And that change also will be reflected i a ;  the 

notes. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Is that c h e  

information you wanted, Dr. Griffing? 

DR. GRIFFING: That's sight. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: akay. 

Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
Latlimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebra~ica (4102) 476-1153 
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Anything else, Lynn, an that point? 

MS. NQTARIANNI: No. I think 

that's it. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Dr. - -  

commissioners? Yes. 

MR. POST: I'm sorry. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Mr. Post, 

sure. 

MR. POST: Just the final thing, I 

asked the question earlier of Mr. Crain and 

Me. Tribby, I guess I ask the same for change 

management, what is Qwest expecting the 

commission to do as a result of this? And to 

that question, is the commission going to expect 

proposed orders on change management? Or is this 

something that you would have us wait until aur 

final order? 

MR. CRP-IN: And f rorn Qwest s 

perspective, if the commission finds and we think 

therefs plenty of evidence for the commission to 

find that our change management process is 

adequate at this point, then we would request 

that the commission issue an order, their 

finding. And we'd be happy to provide a draft 

order. 

Lori J. McGowan, m R ,  CKR 
Lati.rner Rep~rting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 476-1153 
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If, however, the commission feels it needs 

to wait until the June hearing to have further 

discussion on this because there's a subject the 

commission wants to consider, that's an option 

thac's available as well. 

COMMISSIONER LAtmIS: If I might 

jump in, Chris, unless any of my colleagues 

disagree with this, I think the commissioners 

would like proposed orders. Regardless of 

whether we decide to enter an order or use the 

language in a final order, if we can have 

proposed orders, that's going to make Mr. Post's 

job much easier. 

So, Mary, any objection to giving us some 

proposed language on change management? 

MS. TRIBBY: Mr. Landis, you cut 

out at the end. I'm assuming you're talking 

about the CMP process and not the closed 

observations of exceptions at this point on 0557 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Right. 

Exactly. If we could just have proposed 

language, and the commissioners will decide 

whether to enter a sepzrate order or reserae on 

t h i s  until our final order. But in any evenr, 

we'd like to have the language on the property 

Lari J. McCowan, PBR, CRX 
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Latimer Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska ( 4 0 2 )  476-1153 
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that - -  when we decide which way the commission 

wants to go, then it will make Chris' job easier. 

MS. FRIESEN: This is Letty. The 

proposed order that AT & T would draft today is 

prohably different than the proposed order that 

AT & T would draft in, say, June. 

COMMISSIOMER LANUIS: Well, draft 

what you can for today, Letty, and then update it 

if the need arises. Just based on what - -  based 

on what you know and what we've heard, give us 

what you would - -  your best shot today. 

MS. FRIESEN: Today? Okay. 

MR. POST: I guess, Commissioner, 

then typical practice would be that we would 

request those filed with the commission within 

cen days after the transcript has been completed. 

&id I think typically it's around 5-plus days. 

So probably looking at 15 days from today's date 

roughly that they would be due the commission. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Chris, why 

don't you just coordinate that with Andy and Maqr 

and Letty. &id you work it out. Look at their 

schedules and the commission workload. But 1 

think we want the language on the property. 

MR. POST: Okay. 



Lot1 J .  McGowan, RDR, CRR 
I,~;:.imcr Reporting, Lincoln, Nebraska (402) 4?6-1153 
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COMMISSIONER BOYLE: That's with 

the  under:standing there should be no expectation 

that we'll issue an order on this. 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Right. It's 

jusr language that we will either do an order or 

wc will use some of the language in a subsequent 

S " ~ l i n $ ,  

Anything else? 

MR. POST: That's all from the 

t ; ta f  f . 

COMMISSIONER LANDIS: Thank you, 

i ~ l k s ,  for your efforts today. 

(Concluded at 4 : 4 0  p.m.) 
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Lori J. McGowan, RDR, CRR 
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compliance with 47 U.S.C. § 271. The remaining criteria are: 

the fitness of Qwest's operations support systems (OSS1, 

including data reconciliation; pricing of Qwestfs wholesale 

c?f f erings; Qwest ' s Change Management Proc!ess (CMPJ ; the ''pub1 kc 

interest" test of 5 271(d) (3) (C) 271, Qwestfs compliance with 5 

272 and the "Track A" of § 271 (c) (1) (A) ." 

B .  This decision also completes the Ccmmlssion's assernS2y 

of Colorado's S 271 record for the Federal Cammunicarions 

Csrninission (FCC) . With this decision, in conjunction w i t h  

earlier Staff Workshop Reports, hearing cornmissioner deziszans 

and en banc Commission decisions in this docket, this Cornm%ss~on 

verifies under § 271 (d) (2) (B) that Qwesc complies w i t h  ctle 

requirements of § 271. The Commission recommends to the FCC 

that Qwest be allowed to enter the in-region, inter-L.4TA rrmrke@ 

in Colorado. 

X Y .  BACKGRSrpaaD 

A. On April 29, 2002, Qwest filed irs cornpiere and final 

The Commission set Qwest's whciesale prices in Dackct Hu. 99;l.-5^:':';* 
The Cammission considers wholesale prices here for compZiance w x t h  2omnias;un 
Orders in 577T, and so that those prices, which %ere S;tlgsted & n  
adversarial Colorado Administrative Procedure Act proceetrng, can be: .iap~rcc:J 
in to  this 5 271 record. 

The Commission en banc considers :he OSS, data recanci? ~ s t ~ o n  and -?>W 
issues for the first time. The hearing commissioner atxeady ha$ ?ad* 
dcteminations about the public interest, S 272 and Track  A .  Unittas !~-ft:c*tt 
otherwise here, the Commission endorses and, relies u p c n  the d e t e t ~ i i l a t i ~ : i ~  
f r o m  the Staff Report Volume VIS. and the hearing comrnissroner' 5 rescsiutinri ~ f :  
impasse issues relating to the public interest, S 272 and T r a c k  A .  See Pockor 
No. 971-198T, Decision Nos. R02-318-1, R02-516-1. 



Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions (SGAT5, 

including all exhibits. Qwest supplemented and amended this 

SGAT.' Qwest asserts the SGAT complies with 5 271. 

B ,  Qwest made numerous filings in support of its position 

that it complies with § 271. On November 11, 2001, >west fi2ed 

Ccrrnrnents Demonstrating Satisfaction of the Requirements o? 

Section 2'71.' On April 2 6 ,  2002, ()west filcd Comrnerlcs 

Detnonst.rating Satisfaction with the FCC's Section 271 Change 

Management Evaluation Criteria.5 On May' 1, 2002, Qwest filed 

the Report on Data Reconciliation of Qwestts Performance 

Mrt.rics, dated April 2002, prepared by Liberty Corlsul t i n g  C r s q  

( l i b e r t y )  for the Regional Oversight Committee (ROC) OSS t e s t . "  

On May 29, 2002, Qwest filed the Regional Oversight Committee 

OSS Test Final Report, dated May 28, 2002. Qwestc, supplemented 

clhis filing on June 5, 2002. Qwest filed on May 9, 2002' '  its 

See filings of May 2 4 ,  and June 7 and 12, 2 0 0 2 .  The Commission 
r.33i;ieiesed the April 2 9  SGAT, as amended and supplemented by t h e  subsequent: 
Filings. 

Qwest supplemented these comments on February 21, April 9, A p r i t  2 6 ,  
May 15, and June 5, 2 0 0 2 .  

' This filing, in turn, relied on reports about awest's Change 
Management Process, filed on February 15, as supplemented an February- 2 1 ,  and 
March 15, 2 0 0 2 .  This filing also relled upon West's Report Regarding 
Change Management Issues, filed February 8, 2002, and Quest's B r i e E  RegarrlLng 
Change Management, filed April 8, 2002 .  See a l s o  Comments o f  West 
Corporation filed May 15, 2 0 0 2 .  

Qwest supplemented this filing on June 5, 2002. State-speclfi c 
reports on Liberty's data reconciliation activities, including those 
pertaining to Colorado data, are in this record. 

See also Comments of Qwest Corporation filed on May 15, 2 0 0 2 .  



- - than saElsr:za. 

C .  ..d Fin;illv, y".~es~ sxl-.>::z~ I:"-.w~,~":-.:-  

for the Commission's C ~ ~ S ~ ~ E ~ Z : : : ~ . ~  

filed Colorado Performancn, Data 5zz !&!zlw, (6 

Reported Under the ROC Performance !-!";r r: *;E. " 

D. The other participants iz ~ k i ~  s:*zp;e: 2 :  -:: 

< * * ,7*-- on, and respond to, Qwestls filings. S".zera: p5ry:'::t.%::rs ..,. 

written comments addressing the iss~es. s;;-*-~s: rn?r:Jster", t, ::;A: 

participants' comments. 

E. The Commission held two en hanc warkshcps, ane en Flay 

7-9, 2002, and the other on June 1 0 - 1 2 ,  22<!2 ,  t\c '";.h~$l% 

workshops, the participants presenteci w l  txssses and or.d l 

,.- - -. "c- argument concernino the ROC OSS r e s t  ; i h e  .. .-..-e B\&::age:x:ktz~t. 

.> 4. ", Process; the public inLerest ; Qwesi ' s  co-:pl:a::r-e %:zh 5 - .  

,T. -. ,. * ,#. -. - rrack p.; Qwest ' s commercial ~ e r f  or;lsr.zi? : ;  -.-, .,. - ;- I r3:~ 2 d - 3 : .  -J 

. . rec~nc~llacion. 

?:x- ; k  '* - -  ° See also Coinrz7encs of 35;.1.St .. . , , 5 5  5 
. - 

qd)ilssi ~ I J J D ~ P ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~  . - f3rL3?$3~:5 3- - 3 ~ ~ 5 T Z : i -  - 2 2  3 2 :  3 ?'ill>?>: : i? / ' 

f r l e <  ~ r :  ju-r 5 ,  2 0 C Z .  



~8T&~e!%~.- F. KPMG Consulting (KPMG), Liberty C o I I s u l t i ~ g ,  .A- 

Paclcard Consul t ing (HPC) , and Maxim Tel ecom Consxi ti3g GrGLl? 

(MTG', --the vendors who managed and conducted the ROC GSS teSL--  

made presentations to the Commissj.on. Participants had t5e  

opportunity to question the vendors. 

G. The participants' positions and arguments are set out, 

in detail in their filings and in the transcripts of t h e  

Commission en banc workshops. They will not be repeated here. 

TXE. PRICING ISSUES 

A. Qweatrs  Motion to Amend SGAT in CompLiaace With 
; cision No. C02-636 and Request for Waiver of 
Response Time. 

1. On June 7 ,  2002, Qwest filed a motion to amend 

its SGAT in compliance with Decision No. C 0 2 - 6 3 6 .  Xn i t s  

motion, Qwest states that changes were made to conform Ekhibit A 

to the SGAT and Appendix A to that exhibit to the June 6, 2002, 

Cornmi ssion decision on rehearing, reargurnenr and 

reconsideration in Docket No. 9 9 A - 5 7 7 T .  Q t v e s t a l a o  corrected a 

pagination error in Exhibit C to the SGAT. Qwest requested t h a t  

response time to the motion be waived. Qwest filed an Ecrara nri 

June 12, 2002, to add two explanatory footnotes. The Errat:,% 

mare specifically describes application of the I u c a l  swik~hfng 

rates represented at 9.11.1 and 9.11.2 of the Exhibit A, as weal 

as corrects the first port and additional por t  r a r s s  ir: 



2 .  Decision 

.-.-- - 6: -  ' - 5  a. The Commissiox: frnds; t ke  zat.es , 

Qwest in Exhibit A to the 3GA'T and Appentii:.: A EU ;.?iai, ~ x z ~ Z : ~  

comply with the Commission decisions in Gscket IJc a G5k&-!:46T. 

These rates have been found TELRIC-compliant by the Ci?irns~SBrssi .  

Thus, the rates in Exhibit A to the S G A T  c:omply w i t h  S 271. 

b. Response time to this motion is waived. 

3 .  Discussion 

a. In its motion, Qtvest represenr,s r.krak tkzesr 

specific changes were made to Exhibit A to the SGAT and Appendix 

A to Exhibit A: 

@ lowered the prices for local switching, tandem switchang, 
and shared transport; 

e corrected the rate for D S 1  capable feeder; 
modified the rates for unbundled DS0 capable and hrgkrer 
capacity loops, in accordance with t-he Carnm,iss xon' G 

decision on deaveraging; and, 
o corrected miscellaneous language. 

Qwest also corrected a pagination ersar in Exhibit C, cha 

Service Interval Tables. The paginatictrl error: prevented t h e  

beginning portion of Section 2.0 of t h e  Sgmfice Intrbma.! Taksl,a 

from displaying. Correction the 

Section 2.0 to be complete. 

b. The Errata filed by Qwest incXud-% t i l e  

f~ll~owing changes : 



a At § §  8.1.1, 8.2.1, and 8.3.1, a new footnote 10 has 
added to clarify that quote preparatinn fees will i-s 
credited to the final space constructior~ charge for the 
collocation job. 
At 9 5  9.2.3.3, 9.2.3.4, 9.2.4.3, 9.2.4.4, 9 . 2 . 5 . 3 ,  acd 
9.2.5.4, the installation option "Project Coordinated 
Installation" was added to the title of the rate element, 
consistent with 9.2.2.9.7.3 of the SGAT. AT&T has 
raised concern that this new title is confusing. I n  
response, Qwest has added footnote 11, to provide further 
clarification. 

@ At 6 9.11 entitled Local Switching, the descripcian of 
the "Analog Line Side Port With Features, First and 
Additional" product has been expanding to mote clearly 
explain application of the rate in accordance with 47 CFR 
51.319. In addition, the rates for Analog Line Side  Port 
with Features,  first port  (shown a t  1 8.11.1) and for 
additional ports (shown at 1 9.11.2) have been corrected 
in accordance with the ruling in ~lomrnissiorl Decision Na. 
C 0 2 - 6 3 6 ,  in Docket No. 99A-577T. 

C .  A review of Exhibit A to the SGAT incluciing 

footnotes to it and also a review of Appendix A, which defines 

the rate groups for pricing, indicate that these documents are 

in substantial compliance with what the Comrnissioil ordered. 

There are some mi-nor, textual errors that might be corrected in 

the Eutme, but there is nothing in Exhibit A that would be so 

egregious as to make it unusable or not applicable. There a z r  

rates listed for cercain elements that the Commisslun has no; 

yet had a chance to review or rule upon in this Exhib~t A ,  

Appendix A. These rates will be addressed in Phase ~ w o  of 

Docket 99A-577T. The Cornmission has indicated that the re  iqill 

be a scheduling conference soon for Phase Two wherein the 

Cornmission will identify all rates that continue to be at i s s u e ,  



what new rates will be required, and additional studies L G  be 

performed. These interim rates will be allowed to operare u n s i l  

the Commission finishes Phase Two. 

I V .  PUBLIC PHVXREST ISSUES 

A. A reasonable evaluation of the public l n t e r z s r ,  

component of a § 271 application begins with the specificatior: 

uf an appropriate overall criterion. That criterion may have 

several components. A crucial characteristic of p u b 3 . i ~  interesr 

analysis is the ability of the criteria to be subjected ta 

verification or refutation through cornpairison with a pest~nent 

zaid reliable evidentiary record pertinent to that crlcerrosl .  

The public interest "test" must indeed be a test insofar as an 

empirical question may be addressed by reference to reliable 

data. 

B .  The criterion itself and evidence should bear directly 

an the issue of publlc interest. Public interest definitiens 

abound; therefore, the Colorado Public Utilities Commission used 

a test that is similar, if not identical to, the standaxd 

articulated by the FCC in several § 271 orders. The Comn~issxon 

criterion is consistent with Colorado statutes and case law, 

also. 

C ,  The Commission adopted a public interest standard 

grounded in sound economic theory and practice. The standard 1s 



whet i~er  consumers will experience a noticeable, detectable, 

vex-ifiable increase in economic well-being as a direct result 

and attributable consequence of Qwest entry into the inter-LATA 

~narket. The increase in economic well-being is equivocal to net 

aggregated benefit of consumers of the services at issue. 

Benefits may accrue either from local exchange market conditions 

or from inter-LATA market conditions, or some combination of the 

t w a .  Concisely, consumer welfare, as the term is used by the 

(E'ammission, is a situation where the beneficial gain to some 

consumers exceeds losses, if any, experienced by other 

consurnex's, aggregated over all consumers. 10 

D. The Commission test itself is static in nature, but 

the underlying concept, market structure, and inst itucional 

setting combine to form a durable, reliable, robust, and dynamic 

public interest test, The general standard is whether maz-kets 

a m  open. It is a simple matter to examine a snapshot of entry 

barriers and market structure, conduct, and performance. 

the conditions depicted point time 

change. Thus, it is important to devise a scheme whereby it is 

not necessary continuously to monitor the conditions within a 

l Q  The e r s t  or criterion employed by the Commission is similar to the 
c:cnnumic welfare concept based generally on the Pareto criterion of welfare 
improvement. However, since Pareto improvement requires a gain to ane patty 
wirhauf loss to another, the Hicks-Kaldor criteria are more practical. It is 
chs latter criteria which most closely resembles the test used by the 
Con~rflission . 



utarket if the barriers to the markeit are el i rnfns tcd a%?,+ 

crucially, if there are economic and irlscirtitiona1 measur2s :> 

maintain the absence of barriers. 1 : The ins t i t r r t  lonal, sompa,?e:rt 

of the Commission public interest tesz Is the C c J 5 ~ 4 3 d ~ 2  

Performance Assurance Plan {CPAP) . According to our ~ ' R ~ Q T ; ' ,  : ii: 

entry barriers can be eliminated or effectivel7,- mii:~nla.zcl-i a: a 

Low level, then the conditions within t!le market w i l l  creagc n e t  

benefits to consumers ,'" 

E. The Commission' s public interest evaluat~an is 

coiisistent with recent FCC public interest; anal ) -s ,~s  + yj1p KC 

has provided increasingly clear guidarkce Rn pub3;c ~ n t e z - a s :  

evaluation process and method in its recent orders cn t h i s  

l 1  A market for any good or service? changes ek-rer- t i f n n , ,  C T C & ~ : E E I ~  h;-& 

opportunity for new entry barriers to obcaix. Fur thclt', there lo an insert:. .zvC 
for producers to erect entry barriers, ar, in the ve:-nacu?ax af kk:e  cia),, kc 
backslide. For markets such as the ones at fssue xr? t h i s  ~ p & k i ~ : i l k i x l r ~ k ,  8t2ae 
institut.iona1 oversight may be welf-are-enhar:ci:rg a n 3  c ::her reciucil. r Itr: 
incentive to backslide or directly forbid surrerrder t.3 t.e-??prs\tion ot Lhz: 
forbidden fruit of entry barrier erection. Ttre Carnni s s~o r ,  I ' I-?~ arrt : .- 
backslidin2 provision as a component of its public Inrercz;: rent. 

l 2  The Commissi.on1 s consumer ber'lef i t test obtq.rate$ masr c.r:rctr :: ir~zZd : 
structure, conduct, and performance analysis. I z c r r n a  i fiarkcr. candi- t t ~ g i i  

become secondary to, and in some ways, are determxned b:,- er::r;r czlnl;fi.:-z;c.ct::. 
However, the Commission, in an abundance of catltrion, eppi  zes sont iz  r r a d i r ;  sonni 
analysis of internal market conditions as a check  at ~ t s  c a n ~ 3 ; ~ ~ x c ~ : i  reqarci~irg 
entry barrier status. 



The Commission's public interest criteria cf 

l t  improvement or maximization of consurnelr trel f areu 'is the G d m F  

standard applied by the Commission in recent merger applicarians 

ptlrsuant to a statutory requirement which requires evali1a";lot.. sf 

ril* ] ' t he  public interestu effects of utility merger proposals, 

merger standard applied in those instances is the same s t a x k i r 2  

the Commission applied in this docket. ~c .2  -s 

circumscription of a public interest test is clearly s i n ~ i i a r ,  r f  

not identical, to the Commission's consideration a consumer 

welfare standard. 

F. The Cornmission's public interest criterion Is a 

composite of three essential questions, all of which sex-?e to 

increase net consumer benefit. The compcinerrt questions are: 

" The Georgia/Louisiana order (GALA 11) i.s instructive on kht: ri;src~-ti: 
::cope of the FCC's public interest tsst, In GAL.3 the FCC riiscu:.;riiect  pub!:^ 
interest in some detall. Generally, the FCC cariskmes public r n t e f e s e  
' I .  . . [a] s an opportunity to review the ciscunsrances presented k! d l ~ c  
application to ensure that no other relevant faccors e x i s t  that wduid 
frustrate the congress~onal intent that markets be open, ac tequzred by k n c  
competitive checklist." The public interest, as denoted i n  GALA IT, 1s 

expressed in two parts: One, " .  . . [t] hat barriers tu comprt:ltrve entry 
the local exchange markets have been removed and the lou:al exchange msrketc 
. . . are open to competition . . . " And, " . . . [ t ; ]hat  ROT entry 4 n t - s  rhe 
long distance market will benefit consumers and compet it ;on if the re :cvsr:t 
local  exchange market is open to competition . . . Finally, t h e  a>:icten-e 
of a PAP for an applicant is construed as strong evidence titst; market;% W L ? ~  

remain open. 

Likewise, the FCC stipulated certain cozdit ions nut relevartr: z t l  r t r; 
public interest evaluation. In GALA 11, the FCC excluded some factors from 
consideration: CLEC (or BOCI market share; a weak or w e a k e n i i ~ g  ecsneay; and 
CLEX financial condition. Citing a federal court decision regarding ni~rke.i 
share relevance to public interest evaluation, the FCC public i n t e r e a t  rrsr 
seems to be on firm ground. By logical extension, the Com:n:ssionrs A ~ A C ~ J T ~ ,  

therefore, is equally robust. 



1) Is the local market open? 2) Will the local. mark~i :.~na.;x< 

open? 3) Do any unusual circumstances, not csnlraineif ir C ~ P  

first two questions, argue against Qwest entry ir?to :he 

interLATA market? In evaluation of public iaterest implica-;c-I 

of 1 271 applications, the FCC has indicated 'I :n] o G::? f ir tcr-  

dispositive." The Commission adopts a similar t ipprzszk .  . -. i ha> '  v" - 

evaluation of net benefits intrinsically is a bala:lce of a?,dakF 

factors, some which increase benefit, same whici .  reduce i t .  - #. 2. i 

is not possible to eliminate tradeoffs among econirml; age-zfs. 

Thus, the Commission properly focuses on the net galr; kc. s-. l e : y  

as a result of inter-LATA market entry. 

G .  The Commission believes t h a t  nec ccmsum'?-;r b@;:@f*:a 

inure from the absence of entry barriers. r,onseq;:cr;", i:,. ?.rlk: 

required by statute and sound r e g u l a t o r y  j r a t r ~ i . $ .  %.+KC b U- 

Commission has evaluated, as depicted in lrorr drreili 1, 1 ,  r n r  

state of entry barriers in Colorado locai archar;ge ma rkoi. o . :irzs 

Commission believes that if e n t r y  barr.,i.firs a re  s t i ~ 3 ~ : t t  ', +- . h 

insubstantial, then consumer benefit necnss~ir t l.:. t~71j3'nl~: 2 -  r :; z o:? 

the absence of entry barriers causas iratket 4r.d ~3-t %e- 

participants to behave in a manner cclna~ster.: u;;k c: .mpt : t~~r : .~  

ouccomes. Under this view, B0C cr!kr)z l 5e:-lp; 21a ~:-t>rr,-t;~~~i: t':; 

directly and the competitive process genesall:-; ;rle;etclrr., e. ..,= r-y 



14 will produce lower prices, an occusrenc:e that is ir. t : ~ e  rs.cl-- 

interest. Compliance with the cneckl1,sc 1s a ~;r-ox;-- f z r  Ckf-4 

absence of entry barriers. 

H. A more detailed analysis of specific checklzs-, ;$2:7z?s 

is provided below. Checklist and public ir:;eresc evalcaizc~:; 

. s becomes a matter of competent supporting eviaence. g$hI~;. :f;e 

evidence is less than perfect, the resil:r::q ari32yz IT 

conclusions less than certain, error malrgins are ~ u f E ~ c ~ x ; ? : i ?  fer 

the Commission tc state that entry barriers are ahseat. E~er, 

with a critical and pessimistic view of the evidence, it-, remaifis 

sufficient to meet Commission and F'12C standaff.is. $gar& 

differently, interpretation of such data is never s ln ip ie ,  i . 1 1 ~  

there is sufficient margin for ei-rox, e spec ia l ly  iil i ~ y ? t t  eF 

recent FCC orders. 

(1) Residential Flarr-ket C 3 8 ; p ~ V ~ ~ l :  ;nri : 

Critics of entry posit a need far s m a r k e t  sllare a n n l y s ~ s  sf t h e  

residential market. The FCC does not. impose s u c l ~  a m a r k e t  % E t ~ t ~ i  

test. The criterion 1s not whether conp~t~t ic t r :  l a  p:-est-rr! k d ~ L  

whether the market is open. On this basis, this appilcaLrisn cdi; 

move forward. The FCC has articulated other zcasans t,t? r!c- 

14 The Commission notes that Qwest already has advertised aft m t c  r ~ i ~ A ' l " ~ ~ +  

toll plan with rates which compare favorably with some current rates i : f ~ z l a  
the estimates of benefit associated with those prices axe qtient lanablc,  KE+ 

introduction of new pricing points by a new provider likely %;I! ~ ! i o u  
consumers to benefit through lower toll expenditures. Tct the u-.;kcitr t h a t  
lower toll rates can be included in Local exchange packages, t h e n  addr~i5nai 
benefits accrue to those consumers. 



emphasize market shares, especxal3~- I:r -z-es&&"sn;.;dL :.t;i~-t'-;=-:~ 

These reasons include pricing of , sex::;ze ~e:iat;*<-e: ? - 2  

cost, relative lack of prof itability x t i  resrdeatiai C i ~ 1 k ~ r 5 .  ?i:i:i 

-. business strategies of Competitive iazai  Exc'r!ar:t.r? ~ ~ T T I F Y S  

( C L E C s ) ,  which emphasize higher-grofzt buszrrzss se rs rce -  

I. The firral discrete elernen:; 3 *iz F"~:!>:IL>< zzxr - :~~ : r l r  

criterion is whether any unusual circurnsza:;zez E-xsat iGk:?h tsz>+ 

contrary to consumer welfare i n i p r a v e m 9 ~ t .  . Fcgc d$tsr;-+J 

7 "  

analysis of this issue is pravzded t>t;..!r~w, "' - i t:qwJpve r , 2 

. . Commission believes, the CPAP s b s u I d  be ~ D E - R .  ;D - .;f.rh$ 

penalize, as necessary, irnprspee t.xzithucr 1 :  Qwr"fi t .  31 P 

. ' %  f inancia1 incentives of the U P A f  t;i; c r2?it.iEf8,: Sizrntb BP ,3 & i o $ 

xi* I -  - the incentive, if any, f o r  Owest  t r 3  ti;:t3kekri;j::~ - L t. t'tc F : _ >  + 

l 5  Some of zhc issues can bc* st;~mar!:ad cu;:.:kLy i>he F sr?.cr ; r; 

structural separation on a verc k c a l  Sasf s ,  :.Il,? t I s  t w k . w r ~ . n  rcr A; ",t.:;d 

wholesale operatlon. Stated d i l f c r 6 a n t l y ,  a u~,.~",i6al',)- ~i:i'ii.~l$s:etl ~ t ~ - l d c ~ - s t  
should be d i s -  integrated . Some part ,  re$ have til1:f':~te~- d~"r; '"ct  c r c . 3 :  ~ r $ z 4 6 a t  L-:. 

or, more generally, structural sepalrat LO:; al" !-fie ti311' gc?sigba: i f ,  +;ri-~%d ?,,YTF" : \ t i  

particular. T h l s  means, for example, *,ha5 i;-w~r:", 9 wYiol r i i - ~ ~ r  ls pr'it.$ik~~:i a ; ; r c m  

UNE's and switched access th.au1c.i be zrf:c;rc~ t.y a s * * p ~ : - n t w  i:~~b$~$a$xj= ~ : Y . - I  *,E.v 

retail services consumed by end users. S!tch A p~'j~~,~~>gi?ctl has siiq~:~ & i l ; p t g ~ :  .i:t 

other levels, but it is clear t h a u c - t r e  FZ4 fkei+%r &a:: :-ccprrrc3 w::b d ~ i 2 ~ t s :  i!::i 

for 9 271 approval. Furrhec,  s:rl;ctu: a i  Pep ir'd",lar;r, a$:-$%;;a&ia: fi 2 cl ~ f @ T a * . $ :  I : ~ ; P  

basic purpose of the Act, t h a t  al ~myzcvt:fi B'C),' c f  f ld:er-ic;t:s; 5,+p g,!::-;:: ,a> 
No. RD2-3181 for further discussloit: 0: r;trt;ztlr,i'al s?fgf&tCdli to3 

A second issue is CLEC failures: TAc ;%cue t a  ~.a",$cd azt g ~ - ~ ~ ! l @ t ' 6 + : ~  :'.t 
anticompetitive conduct by W e s t .  Thzi PtCC t i t  ate$; t h a ?  , lSs . a.:;p : ir 

isolation, is not necessarily t h e  prrf.dui"t of i%S;>~Opr*r  r.rt:fl~fitr;.- ~ l r  F ~ B ~ =  PI " 
The FCC's rationale is that other fazkorf?, tfi c s ~ k r k n a t  :c>;: :>r i % ~ ~ i ~ t ,  i .i r: 

explain CLEC failures. Such factors lisrec! 4sf; t':-C iiirZ!.i-!t: y p ~ k  ;:j in,  

and poor CLEC plans. These factors critrid app ly  tc r';~t~;~.:.r-i:t.~ a:;i t $ ~ c a f . ,  -,- 
& .&ppL:"22k**L:>? z q ;  ::%&. Thus, the FCC is not persuaded to dcl&y cr deny a 3 2'" 

basis of CLEC failures. If the Ganrniij.sxu;r s-:t $ ;;n t p . r  $ L j . i f ~ r ~  ,li?~r::t?: .b 

appears to be on firm ground w i t h  respect- t t ~  ~ : , ~ " i d a ~  li-':? *p~r,;.:~ :P 



through recent 5 271 decisions, :ke ;;f: ' ::r . , i : i~~ -:: 

"CPAP" -type plans. Tne Cammlssx~n ' s a p p : : ~ i ~ ~ ~ l :  4;r7;;72 IS :LC-; : : * - ~ ~ - ~ f  

with the FCC approach. 

u,). --C) '-" J. In summary, The FCC h a s  s~c:~,,i~!~;li*& :!ie p : ; ~ ~ ; ; . :  : F ~ * : ~ . ~ . ~  

, 9 ,: : :; ;". :: " ;iF .: ", criterion. The evidence in the CS",OT~~C!S PL~~zox~;~,  - 

..--,. CL " - -  with the requirements recentltzr az':;~;:l~%:~:i ; r !  t.,- % 3  A 
Us f :..--- t 

- 6  t t  

. . orders, mast recently the GAL.4 .TI Q ~ ~ B I " ,  3 iLc3-4-~1-L$:- ,% :-jc-;, -33: +-!i 

recommendation to the FCC regardirrg pi,~bZL i c  3i?fere5i; * 4 p - " C  I L * - *  , ,-*kt* - " - %  'F- 

4L. e. ii %,"A**- - is within the parameters set b;. i;h.ii - i  a ~ r f  tr:v .., " l , ,  = --s.3-:8re 

record in this case. To the e x t e n t  thar t ~ ~ j r  :i:;ca?ra P 5 : : -  :- r-K *. .  - a r- .. :- -- 

regarding the propriety af t h:s csn::ja,s;~rz_, : ::I.. .+-4-f~r - T e -  L!  - *  - ,. , L ,$ 

CPAP serves as a backstop tsn assuriy. ;):^;lpr;ir s:l:~e;i':i: 5>- GNP~::'. 

K. The essential. not ior i  c2.f r f : ~  I ;  ,::~.yjr-p",:~c:k 1,: 

whether the local exchange markets a:-e rcrc.:r ::ll:i:.;y .G st*fi* $,.. $1. a+ ,% $ . ; ; ;: 

Commission, under the head1 ng s f  pttb:!;s :r:tczJlr-s=c: , 11,~g: Q ., 
consumer welfare sia~dard. *-. 1 ~r.~:rr:d;arck :.E"I?T 

recommends to the FCC is whr":.h~c:r. t i~z:re+ LL;>C 5 r j + t i ~ ; - : ' ~ i c i ~ s  

-I&,fe - . - , @ $ r  e-,l:t~ $-;; 2 t e  expectation and competent e-z~denc9 :-: s * 

will benefit from e n t r y  c 1 .  : r:. 1: > L w ~ u  , J :  : 

"-A inter-LTiTA markets. ~ a e  RC:, ::JZ ?=-L-- - _ a  LILki * -  jiwl-f: , ,, '. , .  + * < ,  r 
I r 

under the F C C ' s  guidelines, :I;e ?%::ye sr:5 e : , E ~ .  .- *I-<: :$:P 2 r;. : -; ;-. : C +  cz . - !.I 

not necessarily Zhe tradir 2933 l ;ri:<:2st.7 ; 3 :  r r .. * 

regulatory analysis. ?'ha x :; ,,& s -*- 5; : g ., e A+ ‘..+ ,:.* . LTL: 2 . ,I .. . #, -+ .- - , , -- - - *  -. I,J --* 

competxtion in a i r a c i i t l a n s 1  S T ~ , ~ : F - .  -:~-R:.:-::::;:t~~~"pd .i 





significant market share, and ~rices wt;xch appr;s:i;-~:e r'zlsr . :~:;cl 

, , , E I ~ O P X  t R e  ;:~2r. 1 ti:: so on. Instead, the Commission's test :a ' iS~l i ' "  

~ , *  that, absent barriers to entry, the n;ark:et w x i i  2 ~ i ; i ~ t h Q Z ' k  ?$S 12 

it is competitive. Neither the Act, n 3 ~  t3u'-? FrZ:: ~eC$i.,i~~'e.-5 

v 

more. In GALA 11, the  FCC has artiruiatchd a t;wrr-~:"efi,cj B ~ A T ~ ~ B S ~ ;  

One, an open local exchange market ancl ?Ins ahr-te:ree> uf e~&:--~- 

barriers; second, entry will benef sr; ctos;:;t;nr.;rs, Zn 38ds t ; j . x i ,  

although not required by the Act, thc FCC i3 : tk~  ~s ::he c x : s r r ; ~ ~ r  

of a performance assurance plan such es tke :PAP. '-. 
. * Commission verifies t h a t  these candxtlans ex;si;r :a:; ~ - o k t : ~ r n : 5 o ,  

A .  New Edge Network, Znc., Camen%% on tjss P r ~ ~ b ~ l o a B n g  
of TSDN D i g i t a l  Subscriber Zizlait (XnsL2 avdlr % n ~ a g r & ~ ~ l $  
D i g i t a i .  Loop Caxriar {XDLCI a= Inz~grakod Pair GBBG 
IIPG) 

Edge) , sent a letter to Chairman t: ,;: f kr2+,':t ;; ,r;:a ti:g Lh,;!: @d??:+b ' 2 :  

retail sales group is oz'fering ZSDS d i g l  cal 3;rSoit:Y ~ h c a z '  I LYLY 3; 

IDSL, service over loops w i t 1 3  i . i~ teyra t :ed  prsr r <Tt i  t:; r . :  !rxtu=rt-~r;c~3 

digital loop carrier. lJew Edge ~ l ; a  f:,i\&t Q+~+,.Y;' !,L a * f b 7  !.:jir::!':'~>11{ ! : , ~ : i  

l 6  If there is s l i g h t  imperfer t lgf i  i.r less chlrn cc:-!;a:n r;".aif*:ii1:*: ;<;i., 

FCC apparently places significant weigh: on chc sr,rr-  PkP, Thc PCs:% ?*;?rai ; 
judgment as to whether consumer welf a r c  h*k'z 1% be :~r~s':cii .  Kkat t he  ri'totr,~*-:.t ~ 3 : ~ -  
open anti will remain open on a goirig-fsrw~rd hzkc:r: re; kc*: ~ n c s r : ~ 1 ~ h ; 7 ~ t y  &:.ua : ! I + :  

a PAP. The FCC envisions a PAP as, f ~ i " ~ ; ,  A i .:s;~?&! t t  a:,!: ? ; ~ - . d l $ ~ 4 ~ - . ~  

backstop i n  the c u r r e n t  t i rnef  rarnc, and second, a$ :: a,2':rL3:iwtt' 6 1 ~ , 2 $ ~ i : - c :  y 

future compliance. AS such, i'; sgrves F‘- i-i*-, I A + - - . V  ,.* & . & d l  p i :  ; i j ; r ~ r ~ ~ :  
purposes. 



- -6" advised CLECs that IDSL was not available t:iver ::,:,;"s ; ~ i " c i >  brAx- 

and that those orders wol~ld not be ~ I - G C ~ : ~ S F ~  1; ~ ; i k ~ i t t i + , " '  *A a A4j0 <I 

result, New Edge has notpiaced orders K;:? :2;*.esr x:-iy:: ckc  I-&"& 

loop data tool, the preorder l c ~ p  quali $::cat 3zz-i t3  s rL , SRZWS r f i 3  lrc 

IPG was present. New Edge c l a l n s  ~ h r s  IS ,a c le s r  ::SF 

discrimination. 

2 .  Decision 

a . We require Qwcr:sr t;o j?:c.ic? t l ie  L ~ r t ~ ~ i ~ g x - ; ~ ~ ~  

currently contained in SGAT S 9. 2 . 2 ,  ;. . 2 ,  a r~ ; iL~g  ~ r t k > ~ i ~ i A i : + < , l  C-~TFFG 

i n t o  SGAT § 9.2.2.3 - 2 ,  digital c a ~ a a l e  Pozpc:.. T rz :%b!::i; t ; 3 6  + KT- 

.& -* ,* require Qwest to amend the appropr-;ate scccron +;i: 1:s b;- 

. 1 including attachment JbIL-8 5' <~;~est 37  w;:;rz ; $ lJ+dcss: ' ~7 

engineering decision tree far de term;lA;xr;g t 'rxc! 5 ~ s ~ -  ?YE :k:cxi.~; * : q y  

for provisioning unbundled loops . t.;t?en t ticl t zryi:il:i? u : d I 

Qwest must send the appraprlaCe ~ri1a113e t .  nc:, t r^ ::,at : : . \ i i  

to the CLECs. 

3 .  Biscussian 

a. ?Jew Edge asscrcs 1 : Ape-;; B . : +  

,it,.#; $".? 6 * . *  L letter that Qwest has c o n s z s t . e n ~ i y  - ' . 5 1 

could not be pro..r~s~oneci : - x"h2:-~? ' + . s P  
i C 

3 t t . - d !  :-rT>:eI:t" S b  

-. 
Qwest ' s pre-quallf icat icsn to33 r-:.i c-,~::.~YS 1 2 ,  :;L:.,- > , A - ~ P  :;;c-~:;I: 

to enter an order thac  subsequently x o ? ~ l d  t + ~  + + * P  *: ;;'dt~::r ..- . 

>. . f  2:t:-;k,'-fy,A:; Net; Edge states t h a t  it has carizeiled z:ctrqgt : I-' 

orders in Colorado based on thls rep:-cse:;tdt l c - - r i  t: .?rc ;w$>:tt, 



E-jge b .  N e w  - ;>;> j, xiri5i~l::s. - : - .  a," = a A Y . 

. . discussion in t h e  Colorado 5 2- j l  , , J ~ - - L -  - r ~ .  j ~ S Z : > p a  ..-hz--.e- - U - t 3 - . r " + . . . . ;  k %5- *.:,, ,+* a e *-.+r 

a$ re f**,>3 --- .-. ."i' * ;" '".- /'" A t .  3.. 4.. IPG involved analog voice isops. "" k #  4L+ A Ly ,y=,ziz, .?:, .L \-A.kz 

unbundling xDSL capable 2 . o ~ p s  :$!2i;zre ,;P.*,f was ~ ; . - i i i ~ ? ~ ~ 1 " ,  f;+;!!;3c, gz;!:,:3K~, 

i g ;zt> $i;"ibe.5 T;.C:K claims that Qwest arimirted ~laa':. I..< , b -*A - 2  .< .. I& ': :A -7 : ,L 

' *": 'i.,, loops coming up in the d.:szi~ssi.z~:~s .3f I 

C .  I Ti t hr: r.lge &:.!;: :+i+~g!~~;:$~~; ::. 

3,?;$,+;-: : L.. 
... , . h, . -*: s. t: 

t h a t  i ts  retail glrarjp WQ~~I~. 2.3~ ~ i ; ~ ; t ~ ~  :$,;1-n.sa. , .  . , .. t.;s . r,. a , ,%. ......i.si...:x-. k, ci Gy>-- .i;. . .?3'. .-. ,A 

sersricss that ';he CLECs do :.kc>gL- = &+:+y3t..~ .- ,.,- , , . \,* ,? ;L ui ; S L ~ !  .,- 

claimed that this is n g t  a n  isat;te ?ta:.j !:t;sb 

discri~ination could c .-" anei w,:~,;;. 2 zc>rk *, ~ : , G ~ ~ z ~ ~ ~ . 5 2 ~ ~  
L. i 

demurs, asserting that i s  I s  a ? : A -  . .- ca.yi.2 o$- 

and that these actions by g x e l ~ t  6.1~ i.a E,?~?: ;:+;;,<:<: 

cooperative intent behind t;i.s;t: w ~ r $ r , ~ i t t ~ y ; . g  , t .p . . :  ,"-. *, ;, . :!',*:>--,,.,- ..,.. . %a ;.I.;% P: 
.L 

provision in the kct thd'; 3z:iied~ 

UEifEs. I n  addit-cn, N e k q .  Edse 

itself in change manaeernesre; a;;:$ r hrt 2 'Yr 1 ~ + ~ ~ . e n F ~  : ;;q~,: 
.d 

d ,  C&est 1.3 ,:,? 

claims in Robert Hubbard' 3 i , ~ i i f f  i&:!k:z,; a 

A?)., 1 2 Management cc?nrment s f i led r,7i 

letter to Cfiaiman G i f f ~ r : - j  dated bf.;r-;* :!$ 

, . 
a f f i dalr i t s t a t  e g t hz. t, r, h 7 7  r .- - m . r x is.-,. + ~i ,-+ .-- 4' 

...a. '.;i.* r . L * . * , : . r . b i . . i i i i . ~  I : ,  



present requires t h e  use fif  an integraterf N c ~ r t i a r k  rtrez.rss fSi%* 

It ,, , n. i., di-group solution. The Engineering d a ~ i s l ~ ~ :  tree i c .&?' 

unbundling of these loops was presenred as an sxh~klt &G-'! 

modified in the Colorado worl.;shops as 5 Q w w t  3 ' : .  

e . Mr. Hubbard recorrnt s n!t?'Y.1", ings :.k%d !2sczs: 

held with Covad Communications b e g ~ n n ~ n n g  11; Fsbsu i ~ y  t2.F 

about the INA solution and the p r o v i s i o i ~ i n ~ c  c f  hel5 c-rip:-s 

~&,j"af i~y;y  152:; f. Qwest staces that ~t %cr?sn prsv.- 

loops for CLECs where IPG is present in earl,:; 1992, O w e s t  k;l+2: 

continuously provisioned such loops f iar CLECE rht-t-rugix L":!r; 

present time. Based on Qwest's records,, in March 2 0 0 2 ,  ?':rex-- 

were over 3200 ISDN or ,UDSL-I capable fc?aps seJ-+-x~c-e rrz 

Colorado. Of these loops, 715  were s e ~ i r e d  1 :  I ?he  IN$% 

solution. These 716 loops are provisl~ned so sax CSECs,  

with and without the iNk technology. 

9 Qwest emphasizes tflae ;hy; Tj t+i~*" .~-~-b-- - ' -  r ~ . i i & j ~ l % + !  

discussioris included the difficuXtres a 9 a 0 ~ 1 ~ 1 t 6 3  $d;r-lt r,;rz%ur~:lk;ri:;t 

a loop that is served w l t h  IDX, es;g;fieer+::q E;~;TJ f UL b<! i lE!  f 

, . w ,, EF Z?->F[;I% .& V Z P "  F\ ): ! 'r u~bundling, installat ion 1nter*raIs, anti 21.'"'" ' 

look for ways to p r o v l s i o n ~  thzse i t ~ p s .  ;;:w~s: , 1;: p ; ~  

Hubbard' s af  f idavlt, then s t a t e s  t h 2 L  1 i  at: 7: C t k r :  



discussion related to general IDLC rssuus, x r  d V5g~2:*:_f. j-: 

loop type was discussed, it was "Lie analoq '':oa&:. - -  I I C  :-:.f2 

IDLC unbundling solutions presented d u l . l n ~  the i . : i3~'r f~kr$s - 3 ; ; g : ~ -  

to all loop types. 

h. Mr. Hub~ard asserts ::hat. durxa:; ?tic* r%pz;; 

L .  

4 ,  2002, CMP redesign meetlng, Ms. 3eaz L l s ~ o ; - ~  cswz?r ~te:f t: 3%; 

, ,n. -> y information to the unbunciled Itmp FEAT : :  the :--. 

Qualification CLEC job a1dt.r. F:r . Mub:bar& s t a t  e,s. ji3:: f ;&s 

activity is already done and is pos.ied an t k r ?  %h1::21 e ~ i & i + ?  w%]> 

site. Mr. Hubbard lists the t e c h ~ i c a l  p;li%l .ic&t: ii-2w9 "isf' $3: rc" 

consistent with the SGAT. The on] y exrept  :;In i s  t ek:S::,i :?-I: 

- -d.. - publication 77391, UNE Switching, E S ~ ~ Y : :  L. k f l L 8  ~ ~ 4 ~ ~ ~ : ~ ; ; ~ ; x ~ ~ ~ L  

publicat ion currently is belng u~xhiacer! to 1 11;~; bbc> 

suggest ions offered by AT&T on access t 3  the :,i;lCt:ti6?4~:d $*&--a r-;h:~h. 

",,>,')' i. In the May 2 8 ,  LL~,+,  J , ~ t t e t - ~  -1" . f*z ; :  w *  

reiterates much of what Mr. Wubbard pror*.c"ssad a n  i . + ' a i  * L a  t l i$ f t i$*4iwp; l  

loops with I P G  for New Bdge 13 Cslzred12 b?3;rie;arz9 C:}~',::!~?>~?- 

i r r  a compliance f ilin2, cia ted NaqJr,m':ad:r' 361, ~riog;, .J.4T, L: 5. * ,  

demonstrated its IDLC unbtlndl rngr p r - fnrn '~ ; ; :~+-~  z.;.,jr:-c+vtki%*:&', c: . I :  * 

the  Cammission closed the I ss i ie .  Q&n_!s;r ; Fa:91#k-Cj1, ?.:;,i+ 

N e w  Edge was apparently not aware 2f ii:~h;;;::-d! :>i: L ::&-: 

that Qwest has employed to pr~i;as;fj.n iSD? i  h~:3p:; o*J<>Y ZEY It.: 



CLECs. However, Qwest asserts char, , R  d~sizr-;.r tr.str.;5;: Fc=?:i 

transcripts about unbundled loops. D u r i z ~ g  those d:.str;ss ;7;r:$. L:; 

was never stated that the 3-1-step e n g ~ n s ~ e r i r i ~  5ez;%>:; t:-c3a :: 

- .  -- the INA solution was applicable tz d;z~:~bl ~dpS?.";n ; 3 : " ~ 5 . .  , - r  I .  il 

. - - a -  discussions involved a1 ternat ive approaches ?a ;;t:?lt:xng 2 : &r~ t~ i  ZL: 

losps when IDLC was present. C h a n ~ e s  "i s h e  SGA': t t : ? ~  S.VG; ;~+F-~ ' ;  

from these discussions were made to 5 2 . 2  . ZF'~ 

* 3 analog loops. lilo changes were made ta 5 9 . 2  . 2 . 5  .L  ~ * ~ g t 2 ~ d i t ~ i g  

., e, -, digital capable loops. The langtrsge addhed t a  B -9, ,. , , . , " , I  : 2; ~ 3 : :  

follows : 

If Qwest uses integrated d iy l t~z3 ,  loc:p carrii?.2' 
- il (IDLC) systems to provide the  isua~ ioap, 2desk u: li 

first attempt, to the extent posaik,Lek, t,s make 
alternate errangements such as l s n e  and B G ~ i + t b \ ~ t $  

transfers (LST) to permit Qwesa: k~ ~ k : l t d t n  ;-z carit ;LI~,.::I;,Y::~ 

copper unbundled loop. If ail LST i s  t ~ c ; r t  d ~ i t ~ L d $ ! e ,  

Qwest nay also seek alternatlv~s such as ~ n t s g r a t ~ d  
network access, INA, pair p l n c i r ~ g ,  o r  placwr,e~:t ; 3 t  3 

central off ice terminal to pennit- CEEfCs i;o sbi ,izc: tin 
unbundled loo?. If no such fatsLlcxcs arc  btek*;~: lsbbu, 
Qwes t will make every feasible effort to ?irzk;.\::~i3 k: %l;tir- 

IDLC in order to provide t,he unStir:died loop 2 1 3 ' ~  ;:LKC'. 

k .  Qwest has a s ~ e ~ _ ' r , ~ = f  tkia? t h i s  ;.!.I="~Jc@$:s r"l 

,,.*A ~-l+%~i 2 GCJ i$: L S,IRtB analyzing alternative s o l u t l o ~ ~ s  f c r  ioap * w y 5 t ? * *  - A -  

* I  p,.f?, ?- % *-,, process for analog and digital Tc2ps - - , I  ,,,, &,+..A, t k ~ s  i - i : i r~-~uL~ J*. 

' .  
should be added to the d i g ~ t & l  caps;..!+ in?[-) ? ~ ; * ~ G t : r - > i l ,  fE 

9.2.2.3.2, too. 



r-7 1.  he CMP redesign ;;z~~JF ?;at: ; :LS-~- '-*  -,+t2.,+::, ::%;:: 

C l i .  Issue. In the CI4P redes lsn  meetln?, : :.-c-:3rea~i-,:-t'$ 5 :  ;". 

was in the process of making chamges t3 tine ?CAT -;it:z-.- ?;e!j.z-.::- * r  

reflect this unbundling process for IDLC. cldrat .zf lere: i  zk39 r: 

would notlfy CLECs once this task was cione. 3 A i . 2 5 '  2;. 

Qwest sent out the CMP notice w ~ ~ h  r t s  C ? ~ . ~ T ? ~ * I F  ",:? ",:? F':LT-,T 3;;:: 

the CLEC Job Aide. 

i - m. This notif icat-~;~ W Z ~ S  t 1: 5' ; A > ~ > - ~ -  . - . . s .e  -- "%> ~ 7 %  , , 4 =I- -- 

Deaveraging for Loop Products." Q W ~ Z S ~ ,  ( s &I%;;QZ$ - :-..lr ; ~3 

unbundling issue were hidden amongst mln.2r ~ k k l e ~  pages o? ,"~:%FZB~:"$: 

in four different PCAT docurnents. The unl  y change thil.j: 6i-3;: -?a.!t> 

regarding this issue was the addr tzi t i rr z-f :'n :.ably ;:I *-:IF i.;:.Z*" ; 31: 

aide that lists Pair Gain devices "ha:: z : -  -''--"xi%" w::,:: T;??; 

and xDSL-I loops. Qwest faileci CG neiil;is:~ ?Re2 : ; - s t , c?  g~:a::a~$ 3: 

the INA solution 

n. Therefore, we ~ r d a r  Qw.ts@ - , j iy :>~jr~ . t -  

E ' . , $ , . b  < . " I  ~.i<i,-3 update to the appropriate sectran o f  l r s  '""" * -  

engineering declslor, tree found as ~zLtstlrmen!:~ JXt - $ ';a Lr--$r- iA yvpsv  , , 4 . t G  E l ; .  2;;. 

c 1:9,1 ;>:*$>;-$-;.*: ejrhiblt 5 Qwest 37, with an explanatlar! tiiat ;;hi&+ kc " '  

Qwest uses for the provisiorrirlg GE bi>:,n , i1:~-1 :::;:p.l: 

loops. This update should 2 throcgh chi. i s  i i CK:? 

notification process at the approprlace ieveL. 



33. Mile Migh Telecom Partners, LLP, Comments on Whether 
west Has Complied with the Requirements of Section 
271(C) of the Telecomup1icationa Act of 1996 

1. On May 16, 2002, Mile High Telecom Partners, LL? 

(Mile High) , filed comments in Docket No. 02M-260T. Mile High 

states that it has no stazding to intervene and no desire to 

otherwise actively participate at hearing. Mile High wants only 

to submits its comments t.o the Commission in this proceeding. 

2 .  Decision 

a. Because this is a pe~ldi~g proceeding be-fore 

an Administrative Law Judge at this Commission, and the 

potential exists that the full Commissioi~ will have to rrile on 

exceptions, we decline to discuss or analyze the merits of Ch;s 

complaint:. 

3. Discussion 

a. Mile High states that it filed a Verified 

Cornplaint for Declaratory Judgment and Injunctive Relief against 

Qwesl-, on May 13, 2002. The complaint, Docket No. 02F-275T, 

a"!,l~ges that Qwest has participated in anticompetitive practices 

in tended and designed to block competition in the local exchange 

mixleet. Mile High states that Qwest has provided wholesale 

bills replete with errors, improperly solicited Mi1.e High' s 

customers in violation of the Commissi.on7 s confidentiality 

r t t ies ,  and demanded that Mile High pay unreasoriable deposits as 



a a3ndxt,rcln to Qwest's continued prov.i.sj.on of Mile High's new 

i ~:.;,z,i sr:uvlce requests. 

b .  Basecl on these comments, we do not believe 

Xhnz there  is a need to delay our decision on whether to 

n:ee;:zmti@nd approval of Qwest s application for inter-LATfl 

P~frt.;f~cae~nn with the FCC. The FCC stated in the recent GAL4 

f 3  6et:der that: it refused to address issues in a § 271 proceeding 

: hair r e l a t e  to open issues before i.t in another proceeding. We 

?;R?:$? t h e  same position here. 

. UnfiLed Agreements Between West and Certain CLECs and 
Tlaelr Effect on the Public Interest Evaluation 

f . . AT&T first brought the issue of unfiled 

i:iqybcrt?enrs ts t h e  Colorado S 271 record during the Coinmission's 

e!rt ~ S W P ~ C  workshop an Public Interest held May 7-9, 2002. During 

~;,"rm:n wnxkshap, ,&T&T presented oral argument on this issue and 

.i:~;Sr.i;-z-ed t i v e  of these agreements as exhibits to that workshop. 

ATh.3' stated that these agreements represent Qwest's "broad, 

: ricew;.,i~;?nal, plan to discriminate between carriers, giving 

; : t i -~?~~ ' e r ) t ; J r " l l  treatment to some CLECs to the detriment of 

I : .  I n  i t  complainr. filed with the Minnesota Commission, 

T ,,A< A +  A 83,~nnesota Department of Commerce (DOC) alleged Chat by 

r n ~ ~ k : ~ ~ ~ ; ~  these terms and conditions contained in these agreements 

:it-.;ii,l,%.tkjle only to the party CLEC, Qwest has violated § §  251(b) 

a- .- .." ; :  ,t:.,:ic) of che Act. Further, the DOC alleged that Qwest's 



+pr$i'-iat : r > r x  these statutory provisiolls were knowing and 

; 7-3 PYF?+ 5'<>lLL3 2 . 

i , , Decision 

a. Neither AT&T nor any other CLEC made a 

1°F" ' l @ &  pt 
i between these agreements and the consumer welfare 

nS nn:Ar.it*d i*onta i~led w~.thin the public interest standard. Even if 

' ,  i3f:?'!t,ltnPfint had been made, there is no remedy in the 5 271 

t : -  This issue will continue to be examined by Colorado 

r c a r i  Staff in a separate process, but there is no reason 

ti.: ~ ~ ~ T . X E ) Y  aur dec:isiorl on whether to recommend approval of 

>W?r~ : \ i ?  ~kpf-'l.lCatlOn for inter-LATA certification with the FCC.'' 

3 .  Diacuseion 

a. During the en banc Commission workshop, AT&T 

,- .,% ( = d i t e  major concerns with the unfiled agreements AT&T 

$'3t?$"~"~;?, .ed 5 agreements as exhibits. The first major concern is 

, i-ile agreement s, specifically Exhibit 2 with Eschelon, 

-l..:;~L. ;j ~: r: provlslons that represent off-tariff, off- 

::,: i-zt.:~rlr~ectio!~ sqreement discounts that are not available to 

,-tz;,i other  c ~ a r r i e r .  In addition, AT&T asserts that the most 

:-l.t:g:': i ~ x b i r ~ g  part of the agreement with Eschelon is the statement 

i I .  F;~c\-ieloxl "agrees not to oppose Qwest ' s effort regarding § 

I*!: q;-i~~ynval Or to file complaints before any regulatory body 

ws- edke tip t h e  lssuc of the unfilled agreements impact on the ROC OSS 

+ i q q  ?, ; r $ L r n -  



csrr?:fi~!n tncj 2 R G ' I I ~ S  arising out of the parties' interconnection 

& ~ ,  ,. AT&T states that this takes a major critic of 

i - j S % ' i ~ f 3 t ' s  5 221 appl.ication out of play in all 14 states. 

b ,  AT&TJs opinion is that this Commission 

R b  J.+zI;::~G - - .  - refuse to recommend § 271 approval until such time as 

?~:xL?%cY g:,::.ocoedirqs can take place to rectsfy the situation. 

c ,  On May 13, 2002, AT&T filed a Motion to 

R~::>pen Pr'aceedi~ags on this unfiled agreement issue. AT&T states 

xt'nat kkiis Commission should reopen the record in these $4 271 

yi c '- " . ,  . to allow admission of additional evidence reiating 

0 %  , ceatasna unfiled agreements between Qwest and some new 

. RT&T states that the agreements that were fiied in 

~ f l t *  Mf,nnesota complaint are not on record here in Colorado, but 

t3 i iey a h a ~ r l d  he considered in these proceedings. AT&T asks this 

C:>rnr:niaslan to reopen the § 271 proceeding so that the Commission 

;?ay t a k e  further evidence and decide whether and to what extent 

." l.+ agreements may have hlndered or otherwise sf f ecred tne 

fl ~,z3 t :~~r ,~ss io r t t s  decision-making on varlous checklist items and the 

~ ~ ~ i k - i !  i c L n L e r e s  t determination. 

d. On May 16, 2002, Eschelon Tclecom of 

3~ Inc. (Eschelcsn) , flled comments in the form cf a 

,;e::nz addressed Lo Mr. Bruce Smith, Director of che Commiss~o~. 

- - -  ~,Rc : .+~s ,c :  states that it agrees wlth AT&T's assessment that the 

s should have been flled by Qwesc w l t h  the varzot ls  



@ : a t *  ~?c~%nrnkL?slsns. Eschel.on states that the Commission may wznt 

t% r5;::lie:; ~raseedings to consider these matters. 

e. Qwest filed its opposition to this AT&T 

R ~ s t  i,?.;^a nrk Ma37 28, 2002. Qwest's response asserts that AT&Trs 

aa;-p:atr~@dit regarding these agreements, Qwest ' s response to that 

at-c?u:?.ient and f i v e  a£ the agreements at issue are already in the 

Cc:$:iZm-ird~ xecord from the Public Interest en banc workshop held 

# a *  4 s  
7 ( * $ ~ k ~  7 t ~ h r ~ u g h  9, 2002. Qwest also states that it has filed a 

Pa?- %E,ion for Declaratory Ruling before the FCC, which the FCC 

haw aizcapCe.63 f o r  review and comment. The Petition seeks 

r:J;t,.:.li:~catiion on the applicability of the 90-day pre-approval 

p"ii;>cess ~ f ;  9 252 (a)  the Act. Once definitive guidance is given 

hy ckc  FCC, Qwest commits to applying that threshold standard to 

. . i t s  agreements. 

f. In the meantime, Qwest has committed 

vu3 tintax-il y to provide copies of all contracts, agreements, and 

T1::rar.h. of understanding with competitive local exchange 

::arbrl ess chat create f orward-looking obligations to meet the 

T E ~ ~ , J U ~ ~ , " C M @ ~ ~ ~  of 5 2 5 2 ( a ) .  Qwest has committed to work with 

JLi. cornmlssions and their staffs to solicit guidance 

' I  of agreements that may be in a "gray" area of this 

;gi:a:l<$i;~r,'d. Finally, Qwest reports that it has begun forming a 

csmtTil@x-,ee of senior managers for various parts of its wholesale 

b u s i i r ~ ~ ~  to review all agreements involving Qwestrs in-region 



wi2.~~Xes~!~, l t - ;"  activities and ensure that Qwest complies with its 

c:,'u2reT;i- co~nrnitments and any ruling from the FCC. 

9 .  The Comrilission denied AT&Tts Motion to 

F'eGpeii Proceedings with Decision No. C02-649 adopted May 29, 

2 = In this denial, the Commission stated: 

AT&T has had ample opportunity to present these facts 
rnta our S 271 record, and in fact has entered five of the 
agreements at issue as well as approximately a day of oral 
az-gurnent by AT&T attorney Mr. Gary Witt and rebuttal oral 
argwnent by Qwest attorney Mr. Todd Lurldy. In addition, 
iCamrnissFon Staff and its counsel have been conducting their 
bBrn informal investigation of similar agreements executed 
In C:olosado. This is an ongoing investigation that will run 
its own course separate and apart from the 5 271 
proceedings. 

The merits of the agreements and arguments already in 
the. record will be discussed and a decision will be reached 
mi their treatment during the Commission's final 
deliberations meeting in the 02M-260T docket. 

h. This Commission must strike a balance in 

t proceeding between Qwest's interests and the competitive 

icy ,-*.~cEits + <  to the Colorado consumers from Qwrutrs entry into the 

l,sr~g distance market. There might be an explanation for these 

, igreefients, and there might not. There might be a violation af 

law wi th  these agreements, and there might not. We do not- 

c?ksco~i?t that this could be a serious issue, hut this decision 

2s Setter made in a proceeding separate from this 271 

p~oceeding. The only remedy ever offered for this proceeding 

was delay, and we believe delay will only harm the consumers of 

Cu1,orado. Further, the legal tie-in between the alleged unf iled 



agreements and 271 is tenuous, at best. ?hse~lC; 3 xelriedy L Z  

the § 271 process - -  and we have been given none - -  we f i n d  ?LC 

profit in delay. 

i. As to AT&Tts concern that EscheSan w z s  3ot 

allowed to participate in the Colorado 2 7 1  proceed~ngs and th:s 

- might have some how harmed gur record, we fir14 t h a t  csehe'lm 

entered  into that arrangement as a busiriess decis~on a it 

thought would benefit Eschelon. While it has not participated 

in the 5 271 workshops or hearings at the commission, Esctzelon 

has fully and candidly participated in the CM? redesign processL 

Eschelon has provided input in that psocesa; that has res\.rttc:d i:-I 

a better CMP product. The 5 271 workshops were long and  artiu~~rs 

proceedings with topics dissected to a tninut_e feve1 ,  i t  2 %  

difficult for this Commission to believe that those discussiaas, 

corripromises, and impasse decisions would have beer] any d~fferer : r  

v z i t h  Eschelon's participation. A number of CLECs chase no?. :-a 

partleipate ir: this process for a vasiet.y of rez1sQns. Tiil-t t 

certain voices came to the fore In this pracesa - A'l'hT1s <IZ,:~ 

Wox-ldComr s, for instance - is an unforruriat~ coils(LTtqger\,ce a';  he 

resource intensive and costly nature of t h ~ s  5 2?:! F ~ T . O C E ? C $ L ~ ~ ~ J .  

That this Commission lost smaller, niche C t E C  vs:ccs, A, . 3 * =  KG: 

Eschelon's through the process is u n f o r t u n a t e ,  bur t h a t  ~ t s  r . 1 , ~ ~  

design of § 271. 



D. Changeability of the Colorado PezC.iEormance Asausax~ee 
Plan 

1 . The Office of Consumer Cou~il;:el' s ::Sir ,?;. C:'sn~1il9s::a 

,'-, c, * r- on Public Interest, filed May 3, 20C.2, i9tate43 trh:iE t:3e < t ~ + t -  

provisions are rigorous in all respects, except the ?,;-nan;2=aigsz!~s 

ability of the Commission to make changes rcx  he Pla::. 

2. Decision 

a. A series of extensive weir ~t:.cp and 

compromises resulted in the approved C'PRP. h + L ~ ;  r 3  "l.'.~,s,p- a? ,%...-*a A L '$ 

the CPAP Changeability sections. 

3. Discussion 

a. The OCC pats the Comrni s a l o n  a:\ th$. IrzlSd & c ~ r  

devising a CPAP to guard agalnst Qwest ' s z n c e n t i ~ : ~  ::z biickal a d e  

The OCC faults one aspect of the CPAP, hsweu~::r; E L  rrrp 

Commission' s unambiguous ability to make ~::hsr.tge$: L T X ~ , ~  i-.CPAF, 

di l particularly at the three-year review. : ns Q* : :  ; : : : i : l ;~~n~ps  - 

believe the CPAT should have e:i,pf~c,~::l*,~ gxVat'!t;ez :::A! "'fl..rtr-*.iT+p- I i I dl =T*., 2 : i 

broad authority to make changes ti?  he . ::'p=qax$;v3;1. :;: 

Qwestrs acquiescence to such modrficatrcms. ? j ~ g i  [>ct-' &$ xtec :; G 2, hq 

Commission to both stace arid Zede;-a9 :a;u &%:: 2;~:i;:8c+2:7 z 7 ; -  

authority unilaterally- to modify the fP*:.t?. 

b - Qwest c not sepdratt.; ", Y ~ :  ;::- : [-;s: 

OCC's concern in t h l s  docket. H o t v e t - e r ,  xz: :?IS C'Pik2 p z c ~ c : + . : e d ~ ; ~ ~ .  



Docket No. 011-041T, Qwest repeatedly ref ~~renced  ~ ' n e  CP>+F as 

"vol.untary" and held fast to its belief that t h e  Commisszon 613 

nor have the authority unilaterally to make changes ,. Iz 2:s 

Response to Decision on Motions for Modif icaciol-i, filed November 

30, 2 0 0 1 ,  Qwest asserts the FCC has never held that a PAP skauxd 

allow changes to be made to the basic architecture aE the plans  

by issuing a blank check to the state commi,ssions. Qwest ask.:& 

the Commission to remand this and three ather issues t 9  

Professor Phil Weiser for re-negotiation. 

c. In the Commission decision on the remand 

i ssues ,  Decision No. C02-339, we decided t o  approve P r s F e a m r  

Weiserrs recommendation on changeability. T h ~ s  i.nclud&d o f f -  

the-table items for the six-month re-<iews, t h e  10 pertcent 

financial collar, and the ability for j u d i c z a l  'revtsw 

Comn~ission ordered changes. While this corclpramise r r r ~ g h t  ncx be 

perfect, it comes after many hours of work, give and t a k e ,  arid 

we will not make changes at this point. 

E. Heeidential Competition in the CoXarado Lucal Exchanga 
Marlee t 

1. The occ also raises its concerrl w k t h .  t h ~  leydts! of 

competition in the residential local telephone market, C;CL; 

s taces that the level of competition s'nou3.d be re levar ;~  to clrr;; 

public interest analysis made by t h r s  Comm;ssion. CLSCsi share 



of the local residential and small b!~srnes:s rnarke? 2.s :,:>TIL~ 5 - 4  

-j +- A. ' percent according to the F C C ' s  June 3G,  , . J ~ . + A -  r-epcrr .z::; 

competition. 

2 .  Decision 

a. The FCC has declined ",c I j ";i3;'>~'c_..r: 

share test for S 271 approval . hs the Be121 a t  L "*7*":- i . - A > %  

Order states: 

Moreover, pursuant to section 271 ( G I  (2: [E l  ; t i e  SIZE 
provides for long distance entry even .~~;.b.e:~:'.. tirere i s  
no facilities-based competitzon satFsfp-rng s a ~ t 1 : ' n  
271 ( c )  (1) ( A )  . This underscores @ o ~ ~ J : c ~ B s ~  des;r@ -:i- 

condition approval solely on whether cli~e a:-t~;~'. aeL lz t  ?:a:; 
opened the door for local entry thrnugla fr,i:B c:Tic.-kl;s:. 
compliance, not on whether canper1ngl i E C s  aez,uai L-,- 
take advantage of the opportunl t y  ts e~:t%r t !w z-xrxe: . 

b. Needless to say, w e  agretc; w i t h  tkt: F2Z. 

F. Price Sqyeaze and Caps on Retail Price8 

I. In its a r ig i r~a l  public 2.n!:erP%c, bfspf f ;  :,c:*2 ,-R 

Augvst 22, 2001, AT&T argued t h a t  a relevant park ci: 1,14~2 p-i:, i ;*; 

interest standard is whether, U ~ S ~ F . Z  ?2~:.;\-*>::2; E : : ~ : r d ~ r ~ : -  

(UNE) rates, competitive entry 1s v~ab:s-.. h.:~;>t.~lir-;~~t !,I) &,*;L*:$, 

the fact that local entry is u q x - s f  1 t ab le  nr pr:'4,:s.ci t i i 'JXG 

rates is, on its face, preclsel;; Che s9r.r ct vrei~,yan';: zd<L-z--:x- 

that "would frustrate "Lhe cnnyressi ~ m a 2  i t , : .  tha: n,:ir;°;t..'r c t r 4 -  

'.- " open" before inter-LATA enrsy 1s apprayrr;d, i t  dc2.a ,4t;,l.;a,~'::;:~ 

New York 271 Order, 1 423,  



2 .  Decision 

a. We affirm the hearing csxmisssan+~r"s 

Decision. RO2-318-1. To hold up the 5 271  approxral because ot a 

distorted retail rate structure would he ;iicquitab?e ta Q~esi 

and delay competition1 s benefits to Colnrado  consumers. ?ie a l sn  

discussed the price squeeze issi~e in Dockrr t  130. 93ir-577T  an:^ 

reaffirm our Decision there. 

3 .  Discussion 

a .  AT&T asserts t h a t  a rei@va;i?. Eacrar ~ r f  $he 

public interest analysis is whether, under preva i l i i i g  W E  retea. 

competitive entry is economically viable, T h i s  remains -, m e  

whether or not a state commission has made a finding t h a t  LQjS 

r a t e s  comply with TELRIC because t h e  FCC hais made 

it is prepared to find that a w i d e  range of rates car: sntisfy 

TELRIC. AT&T provided an anaiysis t k r a t l  it ai!egr;8 t.0 

demonstrate a barrier to compe"irtivt-, entry,  l: a‘ .ass % anel ys L G ,  

AT&T compares W E - P  prices with the IFR r e t a r  l p r i c e  toi l- Lud L: IG~ 

that W E - P  pricing stands as an insi~xrnotrnz~ablc ba s r ru r  t.fl si,icri 

entry. (it shocjs the monthly rec!lrrinz mJE-P p r ice  to tre 5 2 3 . 5 3  

with features and the 1FR prices to be S' l iE,32,)  81:Jrsnveri W&T 

states, the FCC has made it clear t h a e  orle xrnportant asprcC of 

any public interest analysis is r h e  quescsan af WILF:;~~: ,5:.:Ci 

what extent all statutory paths to s3npetitis;l arc ope;;. t r i  

thik case, according to AT&T, the record demonairiitr:s r.ho'. ::;e 



1 < UNE path to residential comp2tLtiofi 2s n.;cxi;~.i;! t39 CI 4ki::~;i: 

the pricing disparity. 

b. AT&T concludes i=>; ~ t r ~ 5 ~ : ; : ~ ~  ~ h ?  tlecar,? ;:: ??is; 

proceeding demonstrates unequlvccslly t h r 3 t  t:t*cbn - . r~ ~ F ~ z - ~ # ~ : ~ , ~ ~  

efficient CLEC couid not profi~ak.5~:; cc5;paite tr. , ??.-----**;- =,'% ;‘.ic ;+?J31 

residential se-rvice ~n Coloradc:. ';"fxs ~ , , I - , ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  7-r+;;:i:--7:s ~ 2 2 ~  

a*-- .:, 6 only that unduly h ~ g h  UUE rares are t z e l p ~ r : ~ ~  L::~:eg i,,~,. c~:~c:~.et- -  

volumes low, but that the local  rGesldrnc,  ~ a l  ?:,%r-ket 1 a?-smc% e f i  

closed to competition ar. least u;.sli5, s.t~i:i:i eL?i3:e .xs Yh!iS3e~ ~;3-$ t?~i  

are substantially reduced. 

c. Qwest respc~fidc5 - L L? j -  p c- -:? :?ij1vto+?2~ 

argument on April 26, 2 0 0 2 .  13 ci:::~ - p t  C ~ ? , ~ S  *.p 

the FCC's recent Ver izon  Ve,m~=s~c - $ 1  ? ? ? &  

" b y :  2002, and to the hearing conrn~ssSsne't,"?~ L'It?i:i:t~~n, F"s*: - 3 ;;4- : ,  t -  

4.1 i * - Staff Reporc Volume V I  I , Qiiie~C gL&l; E$; k;",:~ i- ,,*i k,-.l:$ .:it 2 ; mes$ ? > Z ~ X : ~  

a reasonable UNE p r l  c:e squeeze i a m t ~ ~ : r  : -  : I :  

number of factors l g n s ~ c 3 d  by A r L t 7 9 ?  :A;>:+ pr;.,.'r-\ *!!;t,i+:?c,tc -: : , : F : C I  A T: 

arc~ument must snciude Lac: ex1 sr.e:-t;rc J ~ : : t ; ~ t  ; r . a ~ L b .  < A *  1 1%: J- ", 5 ; L; h t. 

entry and the possiblli", b:that s;,:il=.fzi: : . y : q h :  - i * i , % \ i ~  w-, i  5 

- X ~ ~ b . f  3:; r r . ' ,  -\ I : ~ ' ~ i ' - ~ ~  ? ,I*- s*&:l: ; t q z - 2 *  1 + -  an alleged price squeeze i:/ ,-?, ii 

low level. 

d. Qwest asks E - 3 . 3  3 1  . , , I , . -  . i  w 

hearing commissioner ' s ciecnsiarl L.Fm!: : 11~12;; t I : 2 :  ti"'; :J" 2 , ?  



. .. accountable, nor shollld its applzcstxon tc t i > +  FC:; ba fic":,.5 : i $ 2 F  

for the low retall price cap in Csloua5o. 

e .  I n  the Ve~izan tJerz3r:t Lw2r5er, T,: 1 

s t a t e s  : 

W e  conclude t h a t  AT&T an5 Wex15Cs-n i;&+:rt ::aC 
established the existerice of it pic. .  sqr;;,.?2c k tc&~. . iz~~ 
they have not  shown t h a t  "Le "UNF . ;: r 2 z $:Ji.k$z 

dooms competitors t a  fa i lure . ' "  B 6 .  

f . Fle agree with ";"zs F:dI %:;.";1.1.;1" .+ :;<$ : FZ ex 

f indings  of t h e  hearing cc-rn;nJssir3nex. ha-:<: ctiaL*.:":&~tt; ., , LB' 

p r i c e  squeeze argument both i n  Vofuae t " l i  and a;sa i z  1233kcg k4z7 

G. A?C&Tr s Claim tha t  t;ers% VrJbalatad P$ke I~xe&r@arxa@et:LDfi 
Agreement (ICA.1 mef Hailad to Pxavid~ Ad@*&%% $y&E 
Testing 

S~pplernental h t h o r i t y  R~gaz-.-di:ig .hs 'a2.r:t  .. &. ( . < * % A 4 +  L.+... 

filing, AT&T c l a ~ r n s  t k a t  west; i~~::ia~;>t.$ ~ 1 :  bi :;;y$:r":-::;;t*:t:r* e - h ,  a 

L/ /.. . b- * t t e p y n  dispute AT&'i: has f as>& r.2 .ic:~~ictrr,st zca" 9 Ix~::,l* + 

a ~ t ; k c o ; r t p ~ t i ~ ~ ~  b e h a ~ j i ~ ~  2 3  i.'23301-;,~d3 ~h2;1~  ;:I r s k L * ~ + ~ - ~ s ~ u ~ ~ e ~ ~  r , h  _ . ?  *- * . .  .=k L; 5: 

p:[ar;c the future t;ha: p ' . * ' * z : y . i ~+q  ~ ~ : ~ ? t n , ~ ~ A . - ~ ~ y ~ , p ; ; ~ v ,  



.' - This dispute does rise :;he le.:iei :%a:;, t e * . i . , . l " . i  *l.si_, L-;.i -a ~ J - - + - F ~ - * ~ + C . *  ii T.;::~ ...-.. b ?A 

Commission to find t h a t  Q;.;.ftsr;'s 5 2 7 2  a-~-,..; * - - * I -  
, . *;Li;ilati.";j'2.?s . 

public i n t e r e s t .  

3 .  Discussion 

a. In i"%.T&T ' ;; f csg: e f ,Jib, ,*,It, 5 r=+7J;$, t'-. -. n : ,%<, n. ;; *f*:, : -+." & - ,  %. 5 . .  . . a  " < * r  .A'& 5-6 i.2-e 1, c: :*.' ,* 

it asserts that thrsugkout t h e  251, "pfi;*"hpi: &. .Idi.rs-. r. *.A& ~ C . . t : r  - G + s '  =*.hi "7.t'P I.*. ,I ila;3s' " 

,,-- 

presefited a great  deal ~ , f  i.nE.L7;$zati,:2~5 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ; + ~ r ~ ; ; ~ ; . : ~  ..., G : T ~ ~ ~ $ ~ ; ~ $ , , ; &  

anticonpetitive behavior, AT&T ' f ~ ~ s  d e ~ . i . o ~ . ~ ~ ; . j ; a ~ $ f j  t;t.;::7k Qx+?f;: ti,i~$ 

engaged in a varie ty  of strategi.es, ;and tL;ae($ ~ i ~ f t : ~ ~ ~ ~ - : : ~ . ~ , :  si$=$$it 

frustrate its competi.toss. TPie $ a c , ~ s ~  s,?$ t;r,$ri"@$: ? ; . k $ . ~ . & ~ , ~ ; $ f ~ , $  ;;F 2 

failure to provide adequate ~ys&ems , : !  -,., .izp-+"-+*~: .-~ ~;; c , , ~ ~ : ~  '.z,icx I;-"" % I":+*,' k@ ,i t.'h 

,. . t he  terms and c o n d j . ~ i a n s  0,. 2 ~ : s  zc>k., f 5 2 g 9 3  ;+ ~~~>';;i l; iL,~jf~,$,. : j $ ~  

t h i s  i s s ~ e  wiEh t h e  f+$i~,nes.ata <:~nyxi~,g;c~~i 

7.- ' b. * t t . 1 ~  * x.i,~.l;"jeml-,a ~d~:;2g'f :="&t,3::*~~ :,;.$%: t.? .;$.-. +.p? 5, > <:A 8 

found, on t h a t  tkl,at &wesc ta$$a<;j{ KQ a?:!;, i ; t  ; f ;g i ,q j  .E~,i,i":y; li.,tl'* % - ..;.a 

. commj.tte,d kr,owinq, ln r ,gngicna% s$lo;;j 3 ,  -q";$iti,&:;'.;%fiq* ,R. ".I v a ,-.: i?g $ Y::. :$ 

to sr.t : r ;  33!~d - f;l:i;,h j K ~ Q  'z:-;;~ 

251(cj (1) of t h e  k c : .  C .  !- i-1% ~2 t;>yLy~<:i t ; ~  !$ :2 6; f-; ;%, ;xt ;j, <;i;rs 

Qwesc ' s violat w e r e  gcqpe: .I .ji,;;s:.f;s ,;,I;';.$ ~y$.<:: 

i n d i c a , t i v e  of a contizz,:ing ~><i:y,~qrf:  g>f ,<:':::'.h::$$zt, 

., *.. .- t. <, $> *' &'. .i C. fiT&T zt,,-,g 8 &, .,-,*., L. i;;, !:;.2*.>::f.: :: ;, r.;;::; ; 
, . 

, , j 3 ;  , ' - , Y; ? r . " demonstrate an cng;sifig p.r~Cte~1;. af  a?:$ J.Ca:~:?t:hfl"s., i, l. "'T'.* a:> I E .%; ;? 

< . i  also show 2 t p ; i  il ifypegs ;and 3t:;l i .i !: -2% (:xg. --;,:.,, - ... l" . t % .:+ . . . . 

prevaricate at ti-,? i-c,ighf%se ieveis ~f :i;:>$#j;$&riy, ,ti-r,:f cfit~fjfi:;i.i; v-:;i 



facts at hand. 

. .  - 
d . Ay&T t.bi&s fi>rk$j:,sgzi2f% %.<;+ ?zrig-+ ; ij,, ;,,.-:.$i ;jE?$ -- 

that a grant  of Q w e s r s  5 2 7 ;  a ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ . j r g 3  + a 1.2 ;:.$2& i n  

interest and to rerqire  addj r, i anal. aze sg~j!-a:zc,a.&I.e I - : i ;~ .r . ; ;b~~z -. -- % .;.;r- .:u. .... .:,fs,b-~.j -. .,::t ::- 

. . . b * ..i-7..r. $5 ::- , ; ! * 4,. >,. ; *>. ..c prevent this ant iccampei-, lt. svrs sena-t-:::::. iiL .., .:.%! .-.,. ,,= %. %--. 

future . 

supplemental a u t f i ~ r l  ty ~ o r x  Z-iprli 9 ,  2 ;  ::'I ; "c:S ~ Q F ~ I , - ~ ~ E s P ,  I $WF:G~ 

states the informatian &'f&T cg~;2~L;~9 :.:I :,hjs - : ; 2 ~ { - * a 4 - + - + v 4 -  : : 7 L . h .  - <  

Minnesota was only ar, L f i r , e y s m  rc:e:>;".r.+g;;w ;fei:;32*?;; :-1% .+?:; q:,,,- ,%;;2 

this issug in his dec.isian CycL"d.eq.; u.. ,., i=t n. 0. .,*. i.*..'t;.zi.,-i 3 2 3. I . . ,  . < i ~ q -  +. s 

Decisi.an No. 02R-316- I. * ; , : , . ;;.">a f..p 

ci-d AT&T1 s of fe r  sf s.~t:;:;+acg-,:~ % .  ,a: q:Ttkn.",.",-; t y +x;Y-$ : ;&.v- 

&."L "42: iSLS1s order and dec:sryd , 8:; w e c '  

> .,-.; * $* c3 , ~ $ $ I + b  C. .C 1 .* rfl*-, #' >t4 hearing cornrnissi.cner. we3:r ..-*" t-, E ~ F  :,( ~ 5 :  i '%, :G, :,: 

. < , : j 3, $ 3  , %- 5.q': in o.ther star;esl j L  jT=&l-'.E~'<..h "3. 

expectations t ha t  p a r e i ~ g  have :z:'i ,<+ p;.;&;i;:..j*;: ~ ~ : ~ ; r , : ' e ~ s ~  

sling as mu& a s  t h e y  f:~;; * L; i EE *.- :.i,-t . r ,&a . L ~  dk : i.; _. " a -  :,-. *-;, :&:, ?-+ .,. e + .,. , ;. . - .  ;: 



* h L- a*. , : ?.. ." .i.," .-, a. <.. ?,* %. :-:. ;A.*.+;.z i 2. .<G 
53. r: 4.1 i h r l  , :,** * "< & ,:;> a ,-,r 2:- .%+ i,, ' . -.  *, -.c .,.- .i i. ;: 2:; .. !I?.ep."i.$ t. 

*k0 E - i , i ; -  i * ; . -u  - Qwest' s sta tes .  l , %,-, A. L (ci L2 3,x. 52 , 25 ... ,7 ,p, .. .,. >: - ..* :..:! .\. .=- h, +. g s.'j; ~,2~a:;.~~- +&>;$z, , ,. 

. . i;. circumst+,nces khat chp , : 8 . : ., , %-ii"cz''- ' . '  , , . -%?: .:t: 

e,..i*'*,L.. ;c,ie-.;.; it.?.;&.;, finding that Qwesci ' 5 -. . k , r A Y  .ii .,., # < - . -  



all inquiry. 

incentive to cpen their 4.-3cal gjarkif.,:.$ k;:: 

that incentive presuppases a real rsli;:a 
section 271 authorization. 
is a BOC's app0nent.s c o u l d  
application by f reiqh"ii:ig - 
interpretive disputes and 
denied unless each one of thss.~? 
BOC'S favor. Indeed, i f  
the BOCs would face enor~13i;~ 

they need to take 0 win 
they iqrould theref ore lose tz::~rh 
cooperate in opening tl'icir ~ O C A . ~  

the first place. That res;leil t 
interest in greater corn 
distance markets, and it w ~ u > . d  d&ge&c 
i-ntent underlying t h i s  statuc,o--i; z?:!:fr&a. "<; ; 

H. much &erica1n IndefaaaiBS.& I1Lg'rik~ bE Q$w t3RU) 
Complaint 

, , 

1. Or, June 4 .  .a $@!-:.;j: ?iU $'::, 

r.. r*,i .i .l*.L 'stay a,r,y recornmenc",aclcii kt;. LI';'. Pl,:.., ! , ,.. ~ , ,  . -.: 2. ,,, df*'. ..! ;:,,.:s~.?. ;. 1.- +y b: ?- ,.. j h  s q s .  .T * $:,. 

in a complaint pending befsare t.h? , ;, I;, g3 :_t?-i~c?::b;~ t: t. .jk 'k,  c 

BOC . 



2 .  Decision 

a. we gra71t y2:; ~ ; " 1  3 , ~ : ~  z:2 ?-+,A :; $5 ,.. c ..: = ,& i. .':- ~.G ,. % .&& d. z x 

int ervene because t,he rema:rka $3.  y r-me 3.. & . . . - . . - , a , .  p i2.0 ; y , , ~  kprz@ y-.+++x~f?(,;:, c:;~ 

. . . 2, standards we have set- 3 ,  , ; +  !P,,F, .d3 $2:~ :~:&i% :;;b:g:. %:3:@ .," m - ... 

+4 $$ * ,< ,+r-.* ., >,'". < .; >$ ,.; 7. ,,,. % :,. .;:,;:: merits of the Touch Arnerics c~n?pi at t i&  3:k,5*3,L w.ta;,3.:..,>~, .% . ";. 

j ;+ " g  , 7 " 9; and there is no explanatia;:.;: I :  i g . r  *- 

. . process. Further,  there i.g ilafeav % q ! r 7  b: g l ~ ~ * ~ . a ~ 2 w : ~ , ~ ~  %., ,.:. c ;a > , ..x. *'+. ,L,, .? . .,- &,.3::-+-.'2 ..,?!PC- ;i z!: !z 5 .- 

relevance to this p r , ~ . c e e ~ i ~ c ; ,  T3Le H ~ k ~ ~ f i ~  1, fte b : , , - ~ .  .-;;+ rii= - ;* - T Q  +*."i" i;i3 
*- i..l"q. f::='F:.j.*;: .; ~*,,~-.:-:~:2'! Y. . .  

leverage collateral dispvtwes inec> zbi,$ p$-,@:2$Lg:?-+ is!h .;:~.k";i&t, ,&::;c ii,?;- 

should not be indulged- To ""& '+ i fi"++* ",* tus3 $ +7. ;&,g T;T+F z: 1;; <; %. ,~e:f;~,~, ... , :& & :; c>:,t; :$ 

should be condeme$ Tau& &&=.i;r;w, na&5sa zi.3 ;2?;t.+2ag>?, g,;? 'j- i$ L:,$g, 

complaint to a 272 remedy &:%~4~ UIL 5 ,  . Pi .+. .= ~5 , "e.;.:.; , , . . *., ,sv... + ,. , ~,.~ii,.y -. ,.. z ."'.a F z;.. .‘,- 

>,.,a clelay in inteqasing i.ts & j  e:::: ;,;::>.;?s . ; 3 @ +:(;I&@ :Fz ,it;; $ \,*;,. :;; &$:. & :;$> ,~,(5 z!~, :[ 

apace in the approprka~a far~i$z,~ k>rLi$ , is + -ii ::!. .;...- >.,.?+ZL~A: iii:~l. % vL 92 . .,, ;kt?; . .r . ;.i,s:+:-%c <- ., .-. .* <%!, 

here. 

added appxoxirnat~.Pv 2 3 0  ::%an; z;c:iy;:,::-r #., : ,, 

neither jusr  a& E-63 .,-,- :2 t zg7,,d? ,+.. -,rd) - Tk .tk; i G 



2 .  Bscisi.an 

,4t2?39,2 r2:--c"t:i~!>s;:1;' :we s. %..,- .z, - .- - :*. .. " ....-.. ;T ,.*. cs <r a .  .. ,. _ -, . 

- , .-.s - .& , -. . * . I :< , &- filed by Qwest in ~xi-, ibit  &, to ie;l&..e h b k k i s  , c ,~ .ess  .?,%!b ,.+* :c, ,a%~.. , t~ +%, ,<:-:~ 

exhibi t to 1 , L.Liit < 42-d m i 7 5 ? ,  , . ;$  ~:'*$fz;<;$z$ $$$7 ; 

271 compliance. 

3 .  Discussion 

. . .A * 
a. A'J&T sba$as c '2 .a~~ !(?X$&:+~Y.,.~$ (r: , ,  . .$tii ';s$:,.c+qc 

Commission, but it axlo C;e&tpg , &, ?2.'?x~i.{: 

~ ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~ i ~ ~  possihl s"fi,p,+.m iisq$b -- 5 - - i + s  - r  ,&fi ' l*  
. A 

. % < 7.' " . " 4  . -  = : : e.l 7; ;r Y i L.. 5.i. .; ,c2 ... F-.;? f T i  .,. ,$.- 

basis. 

k3. 
** , . t i  .rq.yl. &.f*;,r:.>?-* 4 4 i d . , ;  *\"il;&"it pmB.'.; , , , . , * ' .+y, *& .-.' * ?...P g?$$:?24r.>,%:$?.$: 7 . -  

that indicates r1e.s; f-;rrii.;. $ f l ) . , $ & $ ~ ~ ~ i  SYrM Qv&$c h&.? 

(Z1,,r, , &w- &*,pG *$ ," " unilaterally added EQ i t$ J L , ~ : .  . .,%.. *!- ?;, ,& t,, .Q $;: c; !;vss, *?,  ;; :;, y, $q~~g~z,s:'$: SZ,:~, 

of using I C B  pricl;:a -- i!:;~ c e + ~ ~ ~ x ; ~  

'I - r a t e  elements of f3 i1y i2- i&:r i ,*f t  + ~ ~ . : ~ : ~ ' : : > ~ ~ w p # k ! ~  

bn ,d r  eds of new rat 2 i.; a;: a;.: ;, s:I;,f:-g .i. $f; ty.l$.$ i?: 

consideration of j u s t  an<$ --...-L--*--a"*- ... . A,.. .-. .2 a ,.; h* 1 f: 



C .  AT&T C-JS~  2 illil~+~ k;y 5 c 43 L ,; '+I.' , . .  !" * i;. ;i!;Cx- t" - 

must show tf-lat it has E,,? u 2 * -  r-:..L.-iL..?.. ., -3- k-t;..l.vi.-c, '%. ? < -  ......, ...a ." .* .J.$%,.. 2.- 

checklist, including a dfimo;t;-rstratls~s :;%;>,::. :j,%s:j,~~ 

are compliant. Therefore, AT&T $j;b;%;'_~, :;hi;;e:c.. Ls$::,,s:f 

Upon which this Commissior: ca:~ d$ce,'.%j,fia ; g j : ~ t . ~ ~ ~ . : ?  

pricing requirements of t h s  r-" . -~- ' - -  -*,  if^ .,",.>c 2. :.se ' .. 

d. r,he &%a$" 4*5 '  > 4, L ,  . ." t $,-'$++,?. ' j$+~Lj  ; ,:+ *-= 
i i ;  ..!.a. 5 <..,:di..t<:., L -.. -: S , % . . ; , S : ~  

record, @west explains t * ' l m  ".I L- nas , , ;.i"i.-+;l~ ~ t ; r i i .  . - * . i . > i J  rc;ik $LC., !+-.>. d.0 *L  .i r.;q r" . i _ T . . . i .  '- ' 1 %  ... L. .., 
-1 

rates. ($west , through t i le  ~ & a  ., d. ; L,.u - $  , * p*f.gAg - . pi.c&,aFh$9i 9 - +.' &&:d, x,;,-~g 

2 . .  y ; ,  . Ciccolo, responded that h .  :raU,- , , ,. , g>.%tc 7!~:$ ~-, 2; rv&:2 ,  

categ~ries; either: (1) s'lfwesg b s ~ r ~ ~ @ @ d ,  : . ;  2% : a < ~ ' i ~ ~ ~ - ~ "  ,.. i.-G.a .A Cis 

product or service;  s r ,  42j @$$egf:, ;::~-~:~k ,c,.b;g? .;:;i.2tg.g s?,t;:,j~:&;;+*.g$ r: j* !, 7 ,. i3 ,., 

product or service a~ . ,d  p @4:5: < : e ~ ~ g ~ ~ . ~ : , g - ~ ~ ~ ,  k5 ,-., ;% 8 

ordered in Phase One of D Q C ~ & ~  @cc8. ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ , . . . $ . : $ ' p J t t  

i; .- 'fi represent products il;.r servi.cc$$ i;t9:;,2:; & , ; ~ ~ ~ $ ~  !,::::>% .:.",r ?ti:i: -;~~:.f'jL!,;f$y~~,, ,$$ 

addition , Q W ~ S  t . . . , : -;:a g ti;::: ,6 twk  if^ 

Phase Two of 9 - 5 7 7T a rpfj : C.[,EL>,@ Q.% 3, t:%b.%,g: 5; i3;,k2:.$, iy~ 

then. 

C ybWp"" "' ' "i 

A .  Q ., C! e". ;> z€r,:;3 s ,. r<:.>:,i :;: i.i 

reasoxlable . These rat-$ &re ""-"" " :" 
,; 3, id?>;.i :,-, -. < ~ $ ~ ~ ~ ; $  ,: 2 =% E.?, 

of TELfif C reasona.bleness ,i.&r'i,t 2.: ii?: i,.,-. ?.$%.- 62"_*, 

derived from or anal-q-.joc;s -:-;.i:.er.; f.lh'if, 

% '/ i TELP,TC by this commissiot: , 8 % ~ .  j, r'.ta%7: ; & r ; .  ; :t ? % ""'!',.? $. - ., A- .:, . . :: r - 



that there would be a Phase Tws khac w:?'J;~ r;;cl;;7d:- :--2tdii .  ;i :; "'t .& 

products and services not i n  Phas-3 Z;tr?. ~5 :;3h-e$yz-G , i L  

rates are found in Phase Two to be grzsrly , : ' , ; ~ ? : - - ~ " c z T ~ : s : ' ~ G , I .  

we will deal with tne subjecr of a triie - i ip .rie.-i;a:rLs-. 

B. § S  7 . 3 . L . 1 . 3 . 1  and ?.3,2.2,3., Xnternax S ~ r v $ e a  
Provides Traffic 

-- seeking approval of ;ts SGAT, ii?'&T sL3":: " 3 d t  - ;:r.q 

msdif i e d  a sentence in thes.; ttda SE~C:; : ~ E P  t k - ~ t  ?%-.w - ' * . - * ' : -  % . - = -  , ,  

%l t .> - states that ISP-bound traffic ;s 1 r : e ~ s x k a t ~  r i t - ~ t t Y ~ l - - ~ * .  ,:%: i '[ 

asserts that this sentence sl-ics~rld e :.d.:q?-"+ t i ?  i t  I. ,.- . & -  , L  

that Qwest should c l t e  ts specsf lc pd':-tir:;r # ~ y i i ; ~ : ;  : rr thz- &: $r 

Order that support its conclusion, 

2. Decis ion 

a, Ne.i"Ler t h j . 8  ~ : ~ ~ ~ j ~ i f ? ~ j : ~ ~ & - ~ ~ : " ~  y~~~ * $  ;i.:??f 

"t* >"." * "- ", . ' "'L f'5 ... ;, &,. *, . , ", -. AT&T1 s opinion of the inter- w r  i~:rd.-.,.:+ ;,.* : .,;.., a ~ ~ : i  ?,,=..$:. czt '  c.23-a. -~.t;,6,..;ii:..B 

traffic matters much. The T:!,C:. Cz r c i :H i  k:?,~.s F 9 tt:-'ciZ I.!!; ?;.. :, $it+i 

remanded to the  FCC for rccof i~idl i ; l I~~~: ,~?~7: :  ctk+3 ; ~ ~ + p ; ~ ; ; ~ ~ i ~ ~ . ~ ?  . g . ' +~~ . -~~ , : p - ,~ - . :  s. ;+i,:.+ , u . v i  

.. r, *.,;:, ?" , ".re *.. )' ..%$'"'; >4; that, ISP-bound traffic is i n t e z : s t a z ~  e . s n  4 c  ,".*>-. *L,c,.. -- a, +.*~ ,.+. ,.: ,. A t  . ,$ ,; Y::.:: -. 

v. Federal Comtlxni  ca ti 93s r3ii;h7>.i 2:; .$ ,;,i,r? , :{ 8 8 F . ;? 6 4 2 i:i { g'. k: 

, -, fa . ? " ISP-bound traffic i s  iilterst.clee* , : . .  , :.Pi$;;; 

, , : ? * : . (2 - i. c,, . - remarlcable step of directing t h e  '""'~" '-:,* + * A  .? .s ,;, *... , .: L T =! 

possible location on which hang ?~.nr:ir-sC,at;- 



/ ( ( i  L 

I d .  at 434. Thls glves us some C O T ; I E L ~ ~ : ~ ' L ' E  kns i :  C i 1 5 :  Fa:,: % ~ i  I , . -  e i  & 

able finally to conclude that I S F - ~ Z ? , S F ~ C ~  t r ; i L F i ~  ;R i;':?*::-:;f.'~";: 

- - 
[., ;> A $ z L , , t i  <Zet $: :--. ~~~~~ ." i .  - Regardless of the final outcome, the -"""' - c**: 

and the courts' ultimate blessing 1 E  tp iat  c+-:r:c~~:s~,:~:: - E *  

determinative of che lurisdl cr,ionc*l st attcs 2; %_;P-ZJ>L;I;J 2-3: f : : 

Because Qwest ' s categorizat i5;; $2: - ? - 3  t , : s>".-* ;,I->- 

with this Commission's view of : : ,  t : ; l i ~  IS~ZZ?~-G-J.~~* - - ;?. 

acceptable. 

3 .  Discusaioa 

following phrase: 

42y-ag~2 I ~ - & ~ ~ _ f r ~ - 4 ~ B ~ ~ ~ - 1 ~ ~ ~ 2  - .,,-a B+-&~:E%?-- ct+;k$-lw- r 
* ~ ~ - - : * & t  ~.p&qI,.<+fi$~++ " j P F  : ,g p " k<tl1;\ :i - - . . A  '.. , 3 .  

traffic delivered to Enhaaced SSYC+:~: 'P Px-r;;ru;d:.~r-.: I.$ 

interstate in nature. 

b .  The FCC 3SP Ordut' &EEZIR~ *;:C f%:<:' I VE* :'~II $ i i ~ % k :  

P "  - 4  * .." 
1 4 ,  2001, and AT&T asserts t,hat O-,r ;e~;  hi49 rric%ijr% .;i :i~ii;iikX~t f-LZ ; r ,* i rr  ! 

filings since that time, bu6 h a s  ~t3 i t .c~f  al:~kO&?t, ;iT 'fmt5'lr i;Wt ,".;'rs 

making this proposed change. T '  asks t 1: r r; <::~cnst~i ~ $ 6 5 :  ;2:1 T,,;I 

*- --. require Qwes t to pro'~~1cle i egc? 3 2;.$ftJFnGrt tl k-.-* : : ~ ~ t r ~ ~ ~ z : ~ r :  h r r 2% 

interpretation of the FCC IS?  Q r  ?t?r:r:l$!g!$ ti:!: L!;f" 

. a;::.:: traffic is interstate in nature DL' ,  dtT ,i nztti"?;l";"n, :: 

be required to c x t c  specific p a r ? g ~ ~ a ~ ~ h %  ;n i es;'i"fr-~ ? $ ; A ?  

support its conclusions. A T ~ T  wc:.:16 ~PI.;:T: t:c I-: -3 p:->:j;: i r ~ t ~  t L  



* 1 respond to these arguments and the C3m:i.-?,s..src-:; 2 : kt<" ;r' .; 

position to make a decision. 

c . Qwest responded ti::. $ 1  L - ~ f : r ' + 2  ;";; * * - -  ; +- : ". : :y 

en banc public interest workshop. g ~ t  , ws5ks~;: . ,~,  ;~::g:~ 

stated that the internet bo:li?d cr'aEIE~r ~s - A d * -  , , - i 1 4 _ - 1 c r i f k i A i  . - J - T - - & \  I- ll. -*- .-ZA ' - =  L ,,.I 

L "  interstate and thus not subjec'; tz $j 25i , c+:r;.-sb. ,;t-+-E 

Declaratory Ruling on In t t?%L' tanpi  er- %%i?iite:isi3 $1 iilC t'i"t5R;"-l, ?z-ie r 3:": 

-c.- "- Remand, CC Docket No. 9 9 - 0 5 ,  Z 4  I;;":,' Rdrz.;:~-t% - 3 f $  ; . r ,  .2 

(April 2 7 ,  2001)  . Q w e s t  a l so  n o e s  t h a t t t h e  ~ > ~ : ? : J T ~ J I ~ T ~  - - ;: c % d i j ~ ~ ?  

to the SGAT is ccmsistent with L h ~ s  ilc:~t~iri+~;li::~;:'<~ Pi~~-i^ i ; rn~rr  1% : h e  

Sprint, ICG, and Level 3 arbitrataans. 

d. As stated a k r ~ r ; ~ ,  kt;@ F;; ; ~ ~ , ~ ~ e : .  ?-. ,?P 

determination that ISP-b~rmd ~ r r a f f  x 2 hw: e:*t:::.~r:c ,:n tn;xr,ut T ,  

J ' * . . d - * $ , . k  The rationale has not  held tip ; ;; t i r e  t.- , .*, $. ss , ,, , tw? t ?I*- 

conclusian remains in place. ; : - i 2 s L 1  : : oi,1 1- ~$V.:I ~ t ~ ~ : [ t ~ , p ~ . ; ~ . ~ i ~ ~ ~ t  

.a- decisions as we1 l , 1r-i - 3 ,,.~$cBI, "B , t -2 ;?$ 

7 . 3 . 1 . 1 . 3 . 1  and 7 . j . 2 . 2 . 1 .  r9vcL5;T; - I - 7 T  a*-.Ak L:$P:V,: 

with our Sprint, Level 3 ,  and ;L3 h l ~ k k ? . x ~ , ? ;  lLi+ ; ~ t~c :a i : ? :  * " t i \ : :  

, * and keep" will become the pre:=a 1 i::;;: WA-T*? , . :F%LZ :: ; '$+ : 11 

bound traffic, be it th rough  FZI '  ; t . - :~ r - ,~~ .c t t .~ ; .  

own intrastate jurisdiction. 



C. B 12.2.6, Change Management  Process 

1. AT&T states ir: its response to Qwes",~ s * $ c ? . : ~ ~  

.h .. seeking approval of its SGAT, th6c 5 '12 . ! . s  + " '  ..ne A ~ Y , ,  LS::, 

2002, SGAT does not contain lanquagi! r-,h~a",~as seer; ilgz:tir6 - Pi - ) r r ,  - 4  

tatvest and the CLECs in the CMP redoslgn {grorip. 

2 .  Decision 

* .. a. We order Qwest to update 5 j .% ,2 , i ;  c s  :;?:4,L.3:366 

the language recently agreed to by Qwesr, and :lie CEECs in t :;e 

CMP redesign group. This language il?cir-lbe~ a p r O : , * i s S > r ;  f.-: 

modification of Exhibit G without the :need Far ix?Ke~-,::~s:x~cc L ~ < T ;  

agreement amendments. 

3 .  Discussion 

a. AT&T asserts that S 12 +2.6 cc3ratakns cer:.\;iz~i 

language agreed to by Qwest and the CLECs i r i  t h a  t2MP sedt:a~qzi 

g rnup . However, AT&T offers that Qwest: has  agreed to di-*:lC"_ 

additional language for this section that explazns r _ h ~ t .  &l:r* i;M;? 

document (Exhibit G )  , as modified, wll? be 1n~c~jic3r ~ t r - + c i  -A:: 2 i r r  

of the SGAT without the need f a x  e x e c u t l r q  &tr\ci t:i L::;? 

amendments , as long as the nlodif ~ c a c i o n s  a r c  rn3:le - p24~+GL4t3r\r ' . T - ~ ~ ? ~  

the process for change set forth IT: rhe CMF) d;>~:iirrt?:~t. ;Lw;. cS 

states that this language has not j r e t .  hf-~t?:: tlr,~ ";-,t:i :3,~::,:: 

circulated among the CLECs for review- 



b. Qwest stresses the language I n  3 12.2.6 z:; 

the April 29, 2002, version of the SGAT, is 5 2 7 1  ccmpliarir an2 

does not need to be changed for this commissi.on to recomneil~i  

approval of a § 271 application. Qwest acknatrledges that Llre 

language is being re-worked in the CMP redesign group znd t h a t  

consensus language can be added at some later- date, Qwest dc>c=-c 

not think the language needs to be included in ~ h r s  5 2-71 SZAr," 

f i l i r i g .  

c. Between our public i~nteresr: wor.kshc3.p and our- 

decision meeting on June 13, 2002, the CMP redesign group ha:?, 

in fact, reached consensus on additional language E c r  r k ~ ~ s  

section. Because consensus has been reached, we order Q V J ~ B G  to 

include the agreed to language before filin~ with the FCC. The 

agreed to language to be added is: 

Notwithstanding any other provisio~i ir-, thzs Agreement, r t ~ e  
CMP document attached as Exhibit: G wzLI be mrzcl-lnfzeci 
pursuant to the terms of Exhibit G, I -  t h e  p r o c e b u ~ - ~ s  B F  
the redesign process, and incorporated 3s part of the 6C.37 
w.i.thout requlrlng the execution or filing of any arncndnie~rr: 
to this Agreement. 

D. 5 9 . 2 . 2 . 8 ,  Access to Loop lnfosannti~n 

1 . AT6.T' s response to Qwest ' s rnnt ~ C I T ~  s e a k ~ - : : ~  L - L L & r  

approval of its SGAT also claims t ha t  Qwestts rcvzsli=1.n c~ $j 

9.2.2.8, regarding access to a new manual look-up for la,ap 

infarmation, is inconsistent with FCC orders and i s  anbig~nct~s 

and that Qwest has not proven that thls p r ~ p c . ~ s a i  i s  at ;3'?ia:-lt4.~ 



- - 7  with the access to loop informat~on iii;asiaciA.t. El-. r:-".>;ldL';'' 

employee. 

2 .  Decision 

a. We req~ire Qwesr ta staange t h e  kanabexut~ w - ;;2 !+ 

9 . 2 . 2 . 8  using parts of the AT&T prcrpase6 z a ~ q t : a 3 r ,  i%zd E~~Lz*:? 

. . 
change the process so that the resulr,: f:'crr, the ~ 3 2 ~ i . 3  I *?:% ?;- 

r r  Y); ' are given directly to the requestizg CLEr3, b c . b ~ ~ : : a ~ ~  :;;:::" 

updating the LFACS da,tabase 

b. Section 9 . 2 . 2 - 8  shotjid r e & d a s  f i L 1 : l ~ : ~ s :  

If the Loop make-up information f c ~  a $srci%:~ia:- fa::.h.cy 
is not contained in the Loop gualif:cat::::,~n t r ~ > Z s ,  i f  Y h x :  

~ 7 - - ? " . m * - - ~ i ~ ? :  + Loop qalif icatian tools returr,  tnneLear 3r- A, x 1 7 z ~ t  

information, or if the CLEG qircstia~xxs the &ecul;rWc~; 3c Lhx,! 
A,* i-i.. information in the Loop qualifieaticm t ~ c ; s ~  t f7e~ L1*&*,. mqy 

request tha t  Qwest perform a nsr-ruai LO::,%-UF of  :,:%.= 
companyJ s records, back office systtem and daeaka8c$ *;t+~: :I 

loop information resides. Qtsest u~ l l  prsvzde c tre CL.2 i,i f;, tCc 
loop in£ ormat ion identified d k t r 1 n ~  t h e  t r i ~ : i ~ r ~ l  2 :2~-:k - t ies i  F 

within forty-eight ( 4 8 )  hours of Qtu .en t r~  r5n?eipt ::it :he: 
CLEC's request for manual look-up. After ~ ~ m p ! ~ ~ i i i : " i  :>L 23% 
investigation, Qwest will load t h e  ~ ; i f~ r ' l ; i d t~  ic3n : ~ ? b . f l  t 5 d . r  
W A C S  database. In the event zhe n;anual I . ~ L ~ ~ - - L I ; \  " d ; i  ! r $3!-;f? .. . longer than f orty-eight ( 4 8 )  Eacsr;r,s, Qwes: i rtuf;; tt; C1,E': 
within forty-elghE ( 4 8 )  hours a the e5~gc~ct.rt"d Badp :,;~:ETI 

which Qwest can provide the rnanua?. ,:~2i.":p r ug.1 

information. 

3 .  Discussion 

a , AT&T asse r t s  t haz Q:.'e9:1 ' 2; ;~c;.i .l : i : t ~ ~ . ; ~ ~ f . ~ * :  

.. 4.. regarding i t s  manlial look-up > ~ : ~ z E ~ F S  ;...r ~ ~ I ; $ I L  I*-::\: z ::: 

information is not adequately desct-;bed. r **,r -I- . g 5 a L 4 k l  ,, ' cktar  :*- t k r s  

entire process is undefined and needs to ke ~ i c 3 i ~ ~ : ; g : r i  t_; c~~T:~J:P. 

parity of access to loop information, Trs a d d i z ~ c m +  &TcT a:-:ites 



that Qwest's proposes to update i t s  tool and :he CLE7 @a:'iZrcz"icnv;.' 

the additional loop data Chere, rather than s~.:gpi;- it;^ ,;he: 3a:P- 

office inf omat ion direc~ly to t hz  CLtZC. 

according to AT&T, will delay t h e  CEEC's &cress t3 :k:5 

important information and give Qttest the oppcr::unlry to t: ::+r 

- +.. "Y what is provided tc the CLEC. AT&T cLairns t h a t  Vi?er~z;l70:: a:?& 28-. 

give CLECs the opportunity to receive infa.trrnation di,rectly,., 

b. Further, AT&T cornpiairis t h a t  a szsndii:;4 

interval should be set for the manual rtsview of Qwes&% ?-ack- 

office records. This interval should be $gat at fi-8 I'tour;-~ frh5iC.h6~icA 

the "unless it takes longer than 48 hoursw 1"ang;idge. Aksc, AT&'E 

states that the loop qualification tool s'n<_suXd not have F ~ F I ~  

"IMA" reference. This may somehow I the scope J Chkg 

section of the SGAT. AT&T proposed la,ngt;age tha:: ~i'iaSt.;p$ t3e 

revisions outlined in its response. 

* w - t ? V ,  c. Qwest responded o r a l l y  KC:: rt ;, , s asm2:'t ic+i;s 

at the p u b l i c  interest workshop. .9w6es-t: 3 -  k l i a i t  1 . t ; ; ~  

language was "voluntary and CLEC- Ex-f endl yH :.hat uaa , ~<%dtti! 

because of CLECst concerns about rhe adequacy :lf thc Qt+est Lccp 

- A 

qualification tools. Q w e s t  stated that: this pt-oce99 zibsa.~h*c; 

CLECs to request a manuai look-up of igep make ;A$? :~';Es; t;:*i.~? , j y g i  : : I  

the unlikely event that informatisn z s  c~tr~::a::f~d 1;; 9 : i ~  

tools that Qwest currently offers, or ~f t l z e  :.ntr?rrtmt. ZGG ;:: 

returned as unclear. 

5 :  



databass within 0 8  hours. Qwest states that: :Y 2.3 C ~ ~ " ~ K ~ : . Z ~ ' . '  

amenable to reviewing AT&T1 s proposed lan2zazes ' L. ,,, Zd3~ $ 3"- 

believes that its language captures Qwesz s leg&: r,?zm, taer-,';. a:lf 

change is not necessary for § 271 c o m p l i a n ~ e e .  

d. Qwest stated an the  r e z 3 ~ 3  :?:at I: %a% 

willing to work with AT&T on the language I!, 4 9 . 2 , 2  .S L C  E%aF 

- + i~ was ;not opposed to making some changes, we fr,r:d &ha:: A"iL&?s 

proposed language reads more ciearly than Ques? 's .? ar~gua 3 v ,  

agree with AT&T on the deletion a£ the "I:PLii" loop cicai l : i ,-  tior: 

tool reference and on the necessity fo r  CLECS ~2 t -ece~ve 5i:1J& 

loop-up information directly. We do ;lot i$Fea  rl';E; A:T&T 3i.r t h *  

need for a "stanciard inierval" of 4 6  hsurs* Ke see 20 i"le4.d LG 

, , , * , , , a  ,11,,2 I ; :?  t;3,_r a place such a requirement on Qwest .s;;thlrsilt-, t h e  -~r4"w'""w 

3 '! longer time period when necessary, Ln the absence of : L A  -~ax'e 

information about t h e  manual ;oak-rzp ~ Y , ' c ; J C : ~ ~  3rd ":kle 

required by Qwasr zc perform the i , ~ o k - u r > ,  an3  . li s%;~5;-s tAf:: L;? :?~  

+-'-5" y k & ,  ,'j$ ;--L-.t . . i .  rneasurenrent cf t f ~ e  stiirt and step C x i m  e L ~ L  , s -.A .*,n 0 . 'i;~ 

will require Qwes: ~s ~ n c l u d e  t h e  senterrce ::;a: : 1 - ~ ~ - * ' ~  ?I - a  L 4  : " T i  A '. b'$i 

Event the look-up will take longer  Char; 4 2  ::ICI..UICP, - '- 

E. Section 9.2.2.8, Audit of Qwss2's Back-Off ice S y ~ k a ~ n  

1. AT&T states that the Wasi";;;;gf;c:; r""y~",:;:.,;.t, 

, , , , - I ? . ?  :-&/_LT- ; " C a y :  >T:yq z+i*-*C: ordered and t he  Arlzona Adrnjn~sera t  ~ v e  Lax J'-"J: 

- = &3:;2: t ~w[:;J: < i,: that Qwest be requlred to alicw ,-" -'* 



office records, systems, and databases ir. crder c c  ensire that 

CLECs are obtaining the same access to loop inEcrma"L~c  as aEy 

Qwest employee. To the extent Qwest is parrlng Washin~c3n- 

ordered SGAT language to Colorado, it should be requlrej :o 

bring all of it into the Colorado SGAT includinq t h i s  a u d ~ t  

language 

2. Decision 

a. We af f irm our previous f infir-ng from Pec;s;~r: 

N o  C 0 2 - 4 0 6 .  AT&T has not offered any new ir.,ffsmtaticn t h a c  

would cause us to cha~lge our original ruling. Qwest 2s no: 

required to added language to § 9.2.2.8 to allow a CLEC to a z d i t  

its back-office systems or databases. 

3. Diecussion 

a. The maj0rit.y of AT&T8s cozfi~ents ITI ;Ls 

response regarding this issue deal with concerns it has wl tb  t h e  

Qwest proposed language before the Nashington Cis\xrr.?;ss  LO^ . 
z .  % 

Because we do not agree that this P~OV~SLOII needs so be azaea, 

we need not address AT&Tfs language csnce rns .  

V l .  SECTION 272 ISSUES 

A, B 272 (b) ( 3 )  The  section 272 affili~te "shall have 
separate ogficera, di rec tors  and wirploye@s." 

lr .q 1. F.T&T originally presented t k k ~  :ss:;h-? f:: - L i  

August 3, 2 0 0 1 ,  § 272 brief and the= agai:i 6:;rlxp t h ~  ei: i-n-I 

C o r n m i s s i o n  workshop on Public In'icres'; Kay 7 - z  - + + *  ,, ICIL!L. *?.T&!"r 



originally claimed that Qwest did nr;L meer ~?ie  z-~q--iirener:Es ~ 2 5  

this sect ion because allowed the 

the EOC to the long distance affiliate 

wide-spread employee sharing subverrs thr. p.ir93st 3 2  S C Z - % G ~  

a ,  

272(b) ( 3 )  ." In t.he Commission workshop, ATLT pass5 d s s l l ~ ~ ~ t l j ~  

--. h *-'* different concern. AT&T maintains char iampisyees c f  t he  - P ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

should not be allowed to be hired by the afflliare, and -$LC%- 

versa. 

2 .  Decision 

a. We will not place f r r r t he r  r e s r , r z G t l 3 Z s  O n  

Qwest regarding the issue of the term:natlon an.'. iiir:ng ;re 

employees from the BOC to the affiliate or from zht- a:f;i:s?r ZG 

the BOC. 

AT&T asserts there is a revolving-door ac~casphere  .dl irk a:-,p':~ycar.. 

going back-and-for~h between t h e  B5C anJ 5 2 7 2  & : $ ; : ~ x , * > s ,  

There is widespread employee sharing. 2n6  Kany Cues: t:~~?: 2>9e:e:4 

spend 100 percent of their time working fo r  ehe  5 2 7 2  aff:i;a;e. 

n- b. In Decision Kc. t-.c2 - .I:,? -1 t; k6!2.1 ;' ; yk:! 

commissioner concluded: 

" .  . . there is currently ns payf"ai1 . - 1 ~ ~ 3 9  

appropriate szf egua,rds are ;n place  t n  ++A+A:~~:; 2 z h  
independent operation b e t w e e n  effrliaces. :T~?:~<::?;G: 



r Requiring t h e  r e t u r n  GE 272 affrl.*aii:< =is.--se-,d ti' 3;; 

employee leaving the S 272 aff:l~ate. 
Requiring employees leaving the S- 2rrd 6 %  G-F: ‘, ;;;.~iSi$if: - 
account for documents in their possess re:;. 

0 Requiring employees leaving tile S 2?;: affl;Lra", * *a _ -- 
acknowiedge that they will. r!at d~eciese t h e  aff ;L~a-t+ ' r-  
information. 

a Non-disclosure agreements far ei;.,pi~>*ees 5b*!::; k &;il.;p 

positions in another Qwest entity, 
@ Training to ensure compliaf~ce wir-h ,5 2 7 2 .  

0 Annual employee review cf Qwestts C I S L ~ ~  cf Cazdnc:. 
61 Providing for physical separatikos; o f  :kt? sf C i C c w  2: Gf: 

and QCC. P.14. 

the sharing of employees. Qwest nc? longer ai'.osz t k ; e  L333:::~g :if 

r : &  . employees from the BQC to the affiliate ar E.;?n: k i t e  ~ 3 % ~  ;,tit>- :-;7: 

the ROC. 

2 0 02, AT&T raised concerns w i t J 1  Qwcsc ' s 12ebqi pol: zy + &:&'."I' 9; a; y.z;i 

that: Qwest no loager loani~g errrplsyees 5 2  ~ ' , t a ~  8Qt tg ::tzT $ 2"i"Z 

affiliate is a ''srny; LZ the sight, dzrect:~",an, bUit ;: it:: t 1 i 

far enough." P-TGT stated t k ~ z  L ~ E  p::a:l2.:t ;,Q;$;: ,s19.,i~, , 

place to make sure t h a t  a former cr;t?;ilsyee 2: :;;$ "1: t ;; t - I : + '  

not have access to t h e  documen", tka",fie c3r r ; i t ~  ~ ' ; ' s I ; T ~ ~ : + - ~  ,. ,.:* * :; 12  -i.:'.c? 

insufficient . Even assur~.:r?:; t h a t   or.;;^^ tt*\.F$T :;tt:si + .  :,i;~.jry~; 

issue with a lack of restrlchssr: oi: >eop?nc dnxr;*:; r , : ~ : '  .SJ~:+; /q,jtL L': 

similar job that uses confidect~ai ECK3-~it?-.381r7 Y>;:~L b . : p ~ > - F b  ~;..*. i . i : i  

I,.-. have for one affilia- eor the o"il5,r-r. . z".",lr-t3 , - I :x? T-5 : G E E : : : :  6.>'1, f';;iY 

- -. on t h e  types of lobs ~ n a t  e m p l ~ y e e ~  ':a:; ?.an@ ,e : z .a::,.::?,: A;:,:; t:-31.::1. 



and forth between the  two companies, and :hat 13 a S i r L  cf 

major concern for AT&T. 

e. I n  Qwest ' s  oral respanse a: t k e  ~ 7 r k h ~ ; ? *  2: 

stated 'chat as the hearing cornmissloner a n a  ';he. S t , a f t  Voi;;;;r;i. Y * C Z  

report pointed out that there is no r e s t r i c : t s o r ,  an t k e  tranz3fr:- 

.l- A- of employees. There is nothing in § I GZ' &I";:= t " % &  

requirement that prohibits the t r a n s f e r  i>iE e p e e  f ;  $he 

BOC to the 5 272 affiliate. 

f. Qwest nonetheless fx-id~chkted t ha*: a t  has 2 ~ t C  

safeguards in pLace, anes not required Sy t h e  r't::f, c:: case 5 % : ~  

CLECs' conczrns . Specifically, a;: ernplayike wau;:l A -  : ;5 3 ~ 2  

terminated and rehired to nave f m n ;  0% er,";:)- Y:J rlzu c:t2t-*.;. &:sJ 

would have to execute a ct3nfidnntiai:t .y ag:-ct-.~cic,.r-,:. ti:;~t e:ilzrci:i:l,{ 

precludes the use of the E~:.*-;r,?i- em~::lr.*?;t'~t:'~ ‘. a t:x2::f;:2t<r;::!:hi 

information with the subseqtae:z'i ernplasy~r~ 

. - 
Ll.  we a$reo w 7 -  - -  :he &g,,:lL;x;; 

- -.. findings, and,  as, :t :O:LCWS, +:e ~ g ~ e e  ~ : ? h  ,L+*c<:: xv;:-Ai' :;-,%<::* r : J x  

" L ' "  " " ' $  d2;<,r*;t,L.;;:tt. appropriate safeguazds 12 p l a c e  t;? A ! , . b .  j % / I  Y 

corrf idential infoz7~i.atiox ~ Y D T ,  t h e  " r : i~8f  il..: 3: t+*:::. a 2**r~:*,y:: . . 

date, the FCC has made ncr n:anr ,  lc:., ir: rt:l'< ~ f '  :,?,P $ +-- ;; f 2 + * i  *. - 4 E - ; - " :  :; 

restrictions on t he  j -  ~f , , - :Y.<% 

any long distance provider, ts ::re I c r ~ e r  M Y -  * . * ri 
2 u I J.La'*h. 

seems to have put t he  apprcipria'le ; : :  . i.~ ; +'tfs2 :,::.a: 



should prevent t h e  sharing of confldentlsl l;;f z y r : a y  -*-- W * I  I " 

Therefore, we change nothing based on AT&T1s concerri. 

B. § 272 (el (1) Fulfillment of Requests far Telephone 
Exchange Service 

1. Section 272 ( e )  requires Qvaestl to fulflf l Y~CJGE~S-LS 

from unaffiliated entities for telephone lexchange ssrvire and 

exchange access within the same period, under the same terms acd 

conditions, and at an amount that is no more than tPmc for wk::c?& 

it provides such services to its 272 Affiliate, sr irnpukes 

exchange access services to itself (if Q w e s t :  is using the azcess 

for the provision of its own services). AT&T c%airr;ed at: ?he en 

bane workshop May 7-9, 200, that Qwest shouLd be requ,:l:sd 'LY 

report its special access provisionir~g at a level dlsaggrri"ga:ed 

enough to allow the comparis~n of pezf!armance the 5 232 

affiliate reeelves with the performance the Lntrnre~@i!d;:~e 

Carriers ( IXCs) receive. 

-i 
L .  Decision 

m' ,. . 
a. ine information thzs Comm1ss;on w l , ;  X ~ e i ' u r ~  

far the special access reporting contained 12 the ZPAP, t::i~ip;ed 

w i t h  the reporting Q w e s t  trill be publishr~g an a pt:'; i l r :  web s r t e  

after receiving S 271 approval, is suff1c;unt ioz- -.*-.- i~l . i i .  C ' * ~ G z l y - *  l ~ ~ . 6 d : 2  5% .'. 

do not require any f u r t h e r  special access :-ep=src*;r,c x;l:ei':::;:- t:: 

Colorado. 



3 .  Discussion 

a, AT&Tfs concern is th~at w i ~ h o a ~  speclti: 

access performance reported on a disaggregated level, a l l  we 

have :is a representation fi-om Qwest that it will not 

discriminate in favor of the affiliate. AT&T s t a t e d  khak, if 

there is no distinction or disaggregation in the repost&ng 

between the services provided to affiliates and se~-'vi.ces 

provided to non-affiliates, then Qwest can use t i r a ~  daea to mask 

any discrimination that it is engaging in and ur~dezmlna 

performance reporting and CPAP measures. 

b. Qwest responded to aT&??'s Motion to Mcdhf~'  

Decision No. R02-318-1, on March 27, 2002. Xn i t s  response, 

Qwest stated AT&T has never challenged Qwestfs showing of 

compliance with 3 272(e) (1) - -  or any other aspect 3 f  S 2 7 2 6 ~ ;  - 
- in any of its prior pleadings. Qwesc assert:x t h a t i i t  haa 

addressed the issue of its compliance wir.h B 272 ( e )  and has 

provided evidence that it stands ready to cempfy wi!:ix a11 of Lha 

requirements of this subsection. Qwest has cornmit'-;ed In its 

~estimany that " [tlhe BOC does not and will not dii?.:crirnlzate .LE 

favor of the 272 Affiliate In the provision sf tc-.lept~clne 

exchange service or exchange access." The record ~ l s o  inc ludes  

substantial evidence that Qwest has contr-ols in glctze that:. w - i l ;  

assure such compliance with S 272 ( e )  (1) . 



c. AT&T i~lsists that Qw'esr must, nord ~ Z S C ~ C - 5 5  

data on the time it takes to provide thesie § 272 :e5 115- SET-~:ces 

to its 5 272 affiliate, to permit a compa~~ison w i r h  prcv~sian~cg 

intervals for unaffiliated carriers. However. Qwest states, the 

BOC will have no data to compare provision:r-ig in:.ervals betweex: 

afEiliat.ed and unaffiliated providers of in-region intes*TLAT,i; 

services until QCC, the affiliate, begins  ~ r o v i d i i ? ?  s ~ e k  

services. 

d. The FCC has made it clear Lhat  S 2-12 ie5 i i >  

"applies only when a BOC has an opesatiozal suction 212 

affiliate, " 1 6  and has proposed only that E30Cs comn~it a they 

" wi11 maintain" the rsquired information "upt3;t re~ei ving 

permission to provide inter-LATA services pursrrant to section 

271." After Qwest receives § 271 approval, t h e  FCC w i 7 '  have 

ample spportunity to verify its compliance with 5 22'2 ('-7; ( 1 :  . 

QWes: % compliance record will be reviewed t h 3 ~ - 0 ~ c ~ i i !  y as F?Y-"C 3 5  

the bienniai audit. 

e. In Decision No. R 0 2  - 5 1 6  - 1 ,  t k:c. 

commissioner found that AT&T should have raised t':lls L C  r n  

its original brief or in the context cf tile C:;-Z,&I;P, tie a taL~3 .s  an 

page 5, 

: 6 Performance Measurements and S:a::Sards for Isrtzrsta:r~ Sgcz:d-l ;rct.o~c: 
Services, Not ice of Proposed Fiul emaklng , Ce' Coclcet. c - fi? - 7''- FL"f Ci-329 
Ireleased Nuv. 19 2 0 0 1 ) ,  at i O .  



As a matter of procedure, which by ncw shouhd be 
obvious to AT&T (footnote deleted), and becatise this 
issue has been more appropriately cortsidered w ~ t h i r !  
t h e  context of the PAP, I decline to rt3ach rhe  msr-its 
of AT&T1s motion and Qwest's reply brief. 

f. We agree with the represczntation of Qwest cr: 

this issue. We have already ordered special access reporting Lr, 

CIE iaWEs, the CPAP where special access circuits are used in " 

In reaching that decision, this Commission wezghed the 

jurisdictional argument and determined Qwesl t 's  performance tar 

special access circuits used by CLECs in t h e  p r o v i x ~ ~ r r i n q  rr:L 

local service, should be reported. FJe did not go so fax- 39 2 2  

xnclude special access used by IXCs in Qwest's r e p ~ r t i n g ,  

g .  It is our understandizg of !3 272Cej:;l that: 

the FCC does require performance given ~o tthe a f f l f l a t e  h;.:= tzia 

BQC to be measured and reported a£ t e r  5 2 7 1  approval. Qwcs: has 

represented that it will post these reports te. a public web 

site. This reporting for the FCC, coupled w i t h  our @PAP ~~rcc;iaZ. 

access reporting, is sufficient for our moni~oring purposes, If 

in future, we determine Qwest is falling t r z  provide non- 

discriminatory access to special access circuits, w 5  w i l l .  r e V l e W  

our position within the ap~ropriate CPAF review. 

VXX, TMCK & 

# " A .  The Act specifies conditions a E/3C nmus'; sa ' , l s :y  :i; 

order  to gain entry into the inter-LATA rnarkriL. ?;%:T+:z; 



generically as Track A and Track B. See 43 U.S.C. 5 s  

271 3,cf {I! (Ai) , (c) (1) (B) . It is necessary to meet either Track Ji 

82 B ,  but not both. Qwest applies under, and meets the 

recpirernents of, Track A. 

B ,  Under Track A, there are four basic criteria: 

1. The presence of binding interconnection agreerrrents 

between the BOC and competitors; 

2. Access to BOC services by competitors and 

interconnection with competitors by the BOG; 

3. The presence of competitors in both the business 

and in residential markets; and 

4. Competitors are present and offering services 

exclusively or predominantly over their own facilities. 

C .  Track A compliance requires little creative or 

interpretive analysis. One, Qwest has enterled into or curxencly 

has In effect approximately 60 binuing intercannectioc 

agreements. Two, access of competitors ts the BOC and 

~n~erconnection between the BOC and comperzicors references the 

pkiysical facility connections,, interoperabxllty, and traffic 

exchange between the incumbent and competitors, The necessary 

canneccio~ and traffic exchange is supported by competent: 

evidence. Further, the FCC imposes no requirements on t he  

atnount of traffic exchanged, only that the. exchange mechar~isms 

are fully operational and some traffic does flow. In Qwest's 



case, the connection exists and local t ra fE: ,c  Elms k;e:?,iees; 

carriers. Three, competitors ax-e preserit ir, bsl,k:i the  

residential and the business market, usirig zne of the three 

en t ry  strategies or envisioned by the Act. Four, as' discussed 

under the public interest test, the FCC does not impose a msrke t  

share trhreshold, per se. The FCC states1 chat any level of 

actual competition need only exceed some Yde n ; l i i 7 i m i s 4 ?  l e v e l  A;; 

those markets. There is no numerical value attached ta tAile dt. 

m i n i m i s  measure. Finally, the Qwest numbers on rhis T.aplc m e a t  

sr exceed the levels presented in 0the.r 2 7 1  appkicsticlr~s t h a t  

have been granted. Even if one were to take a pessimistic: T:atd 

sf the calculations performed by Qwest, thts method and resu l , t s  

compost well with successful applicants. 

VIIE. --- aac oss TEST ISSUES 

A .  The Act alid FCC orders implementing k t : ~  hct L - ~ C J ~ ~ ~ X E ?  

Qwest to provide just, reasonable, and nond~scr1tn;:i:;a::i3~-y a;'::t$rc;$ 

to its operations support systems and to pl;-o::ldc 2219: 

documelitation and support necessary for CLECs to access afid use  

these systems and to demonstrate that Qwest3s ay- tens ziz& 

operationally ready. OSS issues perrneate the 1 4  - po i-ri: 

competitive checklist of § 271. 

E .  The ROC OSS test was desxgzed !;a deterrvii~~i. if. gt ic ;3 tTs 

OSS meets t h e  requirements. - 1 .  i.. RCS'1' : ~ s S  tps: ~ y . ~ , A ~ : L x ~ y e ~  

62 



711 criteria. KPMG concluded tkat j l w e s t  "$;a~::sf-;.--,::' +,*4E +'r ",rp* 

.*" % *  ^ c r i t e r i a .  i .- el eve^ of ~ h e  c r l  :ex-la were :F:.i;nd ?;= - _ - ?T 

"not satisfied.";' KPMG was "unable $_ dcYp z - ~ ~ ;  ra82 8r 
p- x-. 

if 2521 of the criteria wers met. 3 -  2 :  : 

identified for test purposts as " d i a g n e s ~ : ~ ~ .  " : ;  d::; zf=z-i 

endeavor to make findings, b u t  d ld  repor: cs_zsz: r ; l  : nL-r:z.i ; t;:' <.!I; 

the diagnostic criteria. 

in a satisfactory finding for a ",st ::1-1ce2:~;.21%~ 2pbLs , z ; . . , ~~ -~  , v l r s 4 z - > ' r ,  + - - +  - & .  t l  

has made a determinatior! on =he c r : t e z i ~ ~ : .  

A. Jeopardy Notice Xssuea Ralated to 'Tast Critaria-w, 

- i *L 1. KPMG found two tess cricerira, 12-9-4 s k n : ~  a ~ . - 9 d L  r7 b 

r e l a t i n g  to jeopardy no: ~ c e s   at s&t : ~ t n e 3 ' "  ;:~;d 
two test criterza, P2-3-1 3 1 2 - 9 2  3 CL? 
determine" relating j u,u$.: , -  n*'+ch- L F - F ~ K . ~  - " r ~ r r  .i-- F&.* ii ru*.  

YY* L l i ROC OSS t e s t  sezca,z=jn 12, cuali:,&kk':>:; p$ Fz$> 
Functionality as%& 2 h f f 0 r ~ i , t i ~ ~ e  V t ~ x - ~ ~ ~ i s  P8iirx:ye 
Standards and Benchmarks* 

l9 KPMG def l n e d  "Not Satisfled" as E:p?t?p 3: :'nz;a i> 'c ; 5 iipy+hanr:: : ;lr c:: r ;; 1 :  t $7.: 

evaluation criterion was not a a t l s f  fed Zhrl::ugf: vn: a t  :ri;$ i ope c ~ t  ;.s.~P., 
components ( e .  g . , procedure, s:isc~m, ar dC;t:'??;:*t t , ..L,SL r:;;: 

satisfied by failing to meet a q u a G t s r a l l % * r ,  q1 ,8 ; ;+~4r ;~~ -s ,  ; I % % : : ? - , ,  r 

existence parameter establ;shed for pLrpsse.% - f ;  f i:~: t ~ s "  *~i"*- h'tni: :~tnz 7: r. 
issued on May 28, 2002) 

2s lCPMG defined "CnaSie ts 3c te rm inc "  al; i:Mlir" s ~ ~ - i i S  t 15:& jgi.b~ cb,$: 3 

were not able to fuily rletermlze ::he: J 2s-:tc;.r-;in W A S  ~ X L : . : S : L # * ~ ' J .  a7 n,??: 
satisfied. There were scverai p~%sik:f: ca;;scz ?:,r -1;. :,;r,u\$:p ~3 :!QT,+?-;;I~ 

resul ts  including: activities tr:?c, :i>c% p lace  .nr. :ti*: 04 ::;-c+;+$e A;::;, 

therefore, not visible to thz rester; even: -2: ~ " e r  a?: r;-:? ~ 6 . 2  : -: s ~ l ? ; ~  .-t: : i i -  

event trigger occurred during the testi:lq pe~; t s i t i :  as;$ q . : ~ . ; ;  : t:;.i\-r 

planned to occur in the future, s~:ch as pian;,ccl s:,-secrr 2 ;  r';lj-t?r:r: :h+~e;jc?: 

21 KPMG issued an errata ox :t::le i ;  t ; C ; t  S J , ? ~  P~~ + .  - - 
June 10-12, 2002, workshop recor.';: changzrir; Txc ? r : . ~ ; ; l :  ;- : :-;- * ' *  , ~ ~ T T : ~ :  : t  

1-43 to "diagnostic. " The Final E a p o r L  :r;suzzd s"t '*,-A -, l *?  , 2 T - e :.*3 2 1 : ? 1 + :G- 

resuit for Test Criterion 14-1-43 as "unabin 2 ;  .-2cte:-+,~-r ' 



."uii-. a. KPMG was unable to defermlzic "*.+A** 

criterion 12-9-1 whether Qwest provides ~ e o p a r e y  ;;stzces 1;: 

G - a 7 - y A .  -g&q advance of the due date for resale prc~dlrcts an5 

According to KPMGfs final reporr, Qwest did 1;at :ssue F 3 2 5 -  

jeopardy notices for resale products and se1~-vices sr? respcns:? EZ 

test bed transactions or commercial observatzans, 

b. KPMG was unable to determirie f o r  te582 

criterion 12-9-2 whether Qwest provides leopar2y n o t i r e s  22: 

advarice of the due date for UNE-EJ prodilctys, Sim:?ar 60 re;?6cfrZ%, 

KPMG reported that Qwest did not iss~e any jeopardy naticas Eer 

UFSE-I? products and services 1.n response to t e s t  bed t r a r i s & ~ t : C ~ ~ ~  

or con~mercial observations. 

c. Test criterion 12-9-4 wlas riot; S L ~ ~ ~ S E A C ~  t?a 

whether Qwest systems or represeneatiwes prcrvide timely 3t3t2pk3tady 

notices for resale products and s e m l e e s .  D u r ~ n g  tss,;6~,ngr~ kK?31.!i;7 

identified eight mlssed resale order-s fox' whxch ;i3 ja!*;?;..rrt-ly* 

notice was recelved by the P-CLEC. The daa; ~ c ; ~ l ~ t t ~ ? * ~ ~ p  , -. , , ,a? t. c5 E 

for the PO-9 PID resulted in a " an, deci.si:=ili+' tax 2h;s 

Performance Indicator Definition (PSD) . Ir: .3ecai"dar1c~t ~ ; k h ,  t txv 

Master Tesr Plan (MTF) guidelines, ICPXG e.i.~b:nict!?3 f-k~;n.: LS';'.!~? ~ , C Z  

the attention of the Techriical. A$vx a-rsry G P , ? ? ; ~  'YAG; . fdkmi+e 

discussion resu3.ted ln an lmpasse. Sv*hr.ca-..+, . :he RLIc CJS:; 

test Steerlng Committee determined that 3wes: sf;;.;cx,iid r.rrze,:-;e A 

failure for this PIE. 



d. Test crlterlc;~ 1 2 - 9 - 5  \$;as Lot S 9 t l ~ f 4 $ i 2  G:: 

whether Qwest systems or representatzves p r o v ~ d e  t;mely 

notices for UNE-P. During testlng, KFMG ide:~z;f lee 2.2 riirssed 

UNE-P Orders for which no jeopardy r~otices :(rere zre~e;~e3 by k h e  

P-CLEC. The dual statistical test for the PO-9 1 4 2  resi:L:t?d r:? 

a "no decision" for this PID. In accordc?t;ce wzth 1 PIT2 

guidelines, KPMG submitted this issue to LSte aE'ccentxar: ;1T che 

TAG, whose discussion resulted in an impass~lz. S~hseirjil%izL?y, ti;%: 

Steering Commit tee determined that Qweslr should rece :, ve x 

failure for this PID. 

2 .  Decision 

a. We find that the "not s t s r i s f  led* and "tsr!,-k!>ie 

to determine" results for these tesr, csl ter . ia  rega~dxnq Sazparb*;.- 

notices do not impact CLECs' ability to use ~Qvrest' @ QSS. 

3 .  Discussion 

a. Qwest notes t h a t  the t a c k  I -  jet.z$+,"ct.rxLJy 

notices did not have to be issued for resalt2 arid GXP:B-F' r ? X ' ~ j d < i < * ~ ~  

and services should be viewed as P O S ~ ~ ~ V E !  t>eriiuse :.:& $i.;tt3:rrqest P 

that Qwest was able to pro-gis~or!  t:hese pro~:ilsts ar1.1.i sc:rv;e+-.xs 

without delay. Qwes t provides 1 zs  i:aloradc; 1-,3m$c";12-:: : .xi 

performance results for PU-i3k, PO-EZ, 2 3 - S A ,  and - 9  as 

i * evidence of meeting test criteria 1 2 - 3 - '  -. ,. 
A ,  - & - 5 ' * ; #  .. #: - " =I , q> ?&rj 

1 2 - 9 - 5 ,  respectively. The perf ~rri:,a.!lze ;esi,; :.s :.::l-ir r a  t.: A+... , .;,-3t 



L- .- L. - -- . .%- Qklest met the parity requiremer,Cs for PS-61;, i S S - f A J _ .  C . - : - ~ W - -  

several months. For PO-6A,  awes: 613 nsz zpgk :r=~c -3 z' L rd *F- 

requirements unt  li March 2902 .  " Accar5zn~ LC? &;es: , si ;8sta:~t  zs: 

resources have been investedt I n  f nprr/vsn> - ?.i.-*%F - . A  a .  - -A---**-~t  . r r i  - *- pL r.-s%>-s 

area.  

b. Q w e s r  does r,ot a9s:es ;crtj1 *,':;:6? S?e~k-;z: 

C o n u n i t t e e ' s  determinatior, that xt failed t:':~=? kit$: LB:. L Z ~ Z ;  GT:P': 

for PO-9A (test criterion 1 2 - 9 - 4 )  $0-95 i t e a t  b,-:r:",r;cz 2 2 -  

9-51 , Qwest contends t h a t  the t e s t  TP_S!J~ tg W~:Z%? '?z~zz:IC ~ ' X L $ . > ~ ~ ~ P  - 

Qwest argues thae commercial pezfcsmance resl:',zs Crl;:,l;t..~r::~? r s r  g? 

chat Qwest issues jeopardy noticas f ~ r  re&a;e -pri;iLirib , , a '* d~'ri5 

services on a nond i sc r i rn ina~ory ,  1 basas .  :?wasy zt:rnhnl. * 

argues that its results for I camrx;t~e,srs ncz 2 ~ : -  

non-design services for OP- 3 de;r;i~;l,%~:'atrss "'- c.,,ar. h+ 44-s-k7 p ~ r q  a 

performance relatino tc jeopardy nsl::;es , s r._ic :xpc:i: rig L ~ Y  

ability of CLECs tc czmpte in Calar3dc, 

, - - r r c  
C .  . asserts "la: G w ~ $ ' ~ \ R  t : s z ~ . c * r z ~ + ~ i  54,i:t~ 

f o r  Coioradc! dem~nse r - a to s  that Qwea: d;sc , - ;c~ ; : - , : k :~~~:  ~GT..:, ;::i:: :':,I<*:., 

because Qwest r,-,vez pro-vir?ed CLECS wx"; as ;;?t,ici-1 ,,liCt:;d;i~et ti - V  i : : ~  

I + &  of a due date miss as LC d id  for sa i r i i i~~Yr~- s ; " , ; ; : i t ~ ; j  : t : t e + 2 ; i  

customers . AT&T argues that even wkrti Cwc:sk ' s urn=. f zt'.~+t::,,~t;;*~- 1, R 

2 2  Qwest a i d  not m e e t  the  parl tA2r rvqulre:?ent ! 3: 3.:'- "T * -el: a?;; :. 
for Colorado. 

*' Qwest: also met t k  parity r q u i r e r n e z t  ~ Z I Y  P : : ~ - ~ A  f f ~ :  .:+-,:-,= ;;t: tCiZ 
Colorado, 



. - not statistically s r g n l f  r c a n ~ ,  1 ;s 1E:ir~;~aa: ;2- s; ~ 5 , ~ : : :  2 - i ~ : ~ -  , 

-*r* ,LC " ,-4. 7. -  --*> AT&T a s s e r t s  t ha t  the test rescats s;:d c z c t ~ ? ~ r 2 i &  F L - 2 s . 7 = - - :  

r k. rs results are evldence thac Q.v:::sc has i r C  ~UIY@:- Ao..2 

obligations for checklist i t e n 1  2 .  

d .  WorldCom azd Cot:aci it,:~=P-&:.tZ ?:;3t ?ez$.+r:3y 

_ - .%+ *"_ notices f u l f i l l  a key r o l e  i n  t h e  ~arny:~2,e'c~~x; c-7: ( ~ ~ 2 . -  Z::+-;:;~ZSFS~ 

Absence of a jeopardy notice indicat:es ta a CLEt.7 :.-:A: :f ;b2 i,:rLft>:: 

will. be completed as scizedtlleci' 2 5  ap, czdez IS nr:t -rsn;>;.rf?*c -35  

scheduled and a j eopardy not ice IS r;ot p r~ t* :  d ~ d ,  i ~ l r : . ~ ~ ]  1 :it E&:_ * . - - I  

WorldCom and Covad, the GLEC does ;ist k ~ i ~ w  c?:nt 2 : s  yek:cl;c ?:- 

UNE-P customer's service was n o i t a a ~ i r a t r e d  a s  sgl"edt;Led, 

e. A s  wMG n o t e s  ds;=.ln,g c;.~e R;"iC D$$ 3,ii 

jeopardy not ices  wene issced ;.-e$:r&i,~a j~k:~d tTt;%; - F Px-t%d:izk 

transactions and commercI,aI cbser~at -@ <>"3:;~l. -= l . $ :  F‘, 5 l #,in,. 

jeopardy no t i ces  were r iot  i=imeLy issued rs',:sa!4;? a:;~i CTi5:,tT 

*l, hrr* ,Ir t Y ~ b t  ": %-2p:1 c.Kb< products  and services, The Cornnlssrs:~ h..ls t{>+>=--' e F i  

notices are impor-ant to a CLE@s I 1 by5* t C) C;::'i$"*y: n i s k i : F ~ i T i  t t' 

included measures f o r  j e o p a r d y  2 L :  I;.; 3; 'r.,- Z" iTAt ' ,  . '  i .  f r r  r t < < ,  5 %  

absence of s a t i s f i e d  t e s t  criti~.r:krsp~',, [ ;~J;~~~f i j ,~~:~b. ; ,~;? c:c2c-3kiy <:z7 

commercial perfosmance. Qwes~p . ; s .= fx rnancs  t e s t i t  t 2; : ~ : , j ; ~ : t ' ~ ' i : _ d ;  t $d.xt 

the p a r i t y  requlrernellt s fo r  3e~pai.-rZ>- KCJL l ce rne,s:~:;.;.~-rr!: : %::* z.ii; iH +; 

and W E - P  have been net f o r  m s r  :>f tl:e 3ak;t: I . $ ~ : ~ * ~ l ~ ;  -- . 



A the preeminence of commercial performance d a t h ,  .,;i?78: ' E $:!'S?-*?-:z 

+ ax" c&. a 3- ".- * L i d s ~ ~ ~ ~  remain compliant despl te the KPMG jeopardy "-' - -" ssp-c:' 

B. Husnan Error Isaues Related to Test Criterion 

1. KPMG was unable to , s KY?~:  

. hi, E - E S ~  two test criteria, 12-11- and 1 2 . 5 - 2 ,  f o r  """" "" :'"- 

, ,, , ,, , , ~;*fi.an ' 9  section 12, Evaluation of POP Fun@i:loriaL;zt;y 3*"4 2"iv'"" 

Versus Parity Standards and Benchmarks and ;In5 tr,esP C T A L E L - : ~ ~ ~  

14-1-44, for the ROC OSS rest seccn;?~;? :4,  "', :- rc.iiv:g;pn;:q 

LhM 2C_I+I J ,s. Y.. Evaluation relating to human error i s ~ u e s  dur:nG s- . - -~ ,~ - .~  s 

a. kiFFiG was unable $LC di",e::es~.;:r:t. fee' kest  

criterion 12-11-4 whether Qwest-prodticed mci'lsuc,'cs ~f LTI:~%?X-::-~~ 

and provisioning (OF) perf nrmance rest,!: t s l e s  Hb2 ;.-r-a:~i:i~t-:'t t GI-*:: 

are consistent with KPMO-produced Z?C+ measures yt; ; s ::.,IT: er tzt a r r ,  

'4, . .. to closed/unresolvecl Cbservaz;rtr, ;-,f;lt ""lilri r . l  
& , A C L 4 ,  I 4 ,  j t, h:? .:c>t:x s?'; ; 

retesting E x c e p t i ~ r ;  312C, Q d e -  : L  r BPY*".-:- . I  ' " ' 4 ' '  ., , ? -i 

I i root cause for discrepanc;es icie:l t :-?~~cd w: C 5  t hlti: :..I : ? r t  'D:-):; *:sC 

provision ~ntesuals for P I 3  OP-ri ." r e  t 3  .h..-l.i:t v . s a 1 3  w - . . - . . t + . L b i r q  . :- $,A - . + 

identified in Except~on 3 1 2 0  and O % s e r ~ i t t i ~ ; i  3 , : c . b ?  1:': 1:: E 

manual processing of data ~n tecde i ,  i ~ f z  s t  i~ P:2 ~ = ~ ; : ~ x + ~ x i p ~ : ~ ~  

KPMG identified a need f o r  add:t:er.ist1 ~c?:~~:::~~i:-:* 1 b7. 
b .  A : l>.+;;Li; 

call held May 2 4 ,  2 0 0 2 ,  Qtrese. /,zXe:tefz C:-- d I*, l 
? " - a  ,- , ,&LII"'~~ -$:;-; 

additional retesting. wl::lout f i r h t i t r y  :%:-t:::y-: ;,"; ..; * . . ; A  - L r t  ; A.J. 

designed to assess the impact: uf t:li~:-%:: ?~li::::t" :;: t hi,. .i:~:;~;r:::- 4;;": 



> - x.;Pt.fz : I  - -  completeness of Qwest ' s PID rft931+'--*~ 

conclude that Qwest satisfied tk-,ls et-a;traE~Gli r3:;>eY;3F;. 

b, KpMG was + tc dizter-;;;?.e 2 t - r  "_:-:: 

Fyac-ouyrs *: .* -. criterion 12.8-2 whether i L' i % i . .  - 3 c . = ; j  
- Y = - . - " ~ $  - ' "? 

electronically submitted nor,- f1aw-:i;r~usit b\a:'35er6 ca t ' r r  > ~ l f l d  

G y - '  
documented, and followed. m x i n g  1-e;esk:fii;: :f Z:-;:t?rt: LC?, 2 .. - 

KPMG formally identif issues r.e?ay$ltiq 5 c r  t ~ r t . i ' c .  +A: - ' : "?CF~ - - 

for manual handling. Qwest eject.,ed notL r:: ;~-::::~~;:*k : ; : y A * k e ~  

i i. retesting of this issue . Thus, XpRG :++dl& ;;zl-3k;-~* td,..? ~23.6 L : ? ~  

result for this evalua~icn criteriori 

C .  KPMG w a s  tlfi;s$ re :: i:? c$t>k 1.r: > ;:Q f .  3;. 
*>:;: 

criterion 14 - 1-44 whether Q.resr.-p=iadx:;"ez meas::: e!: 1.3: i.37 ,k:- r q{t 

and provisioning (QP) perf  orma,xlce sent;k:',s :=2- H~G!C : r,%,i;;aa ;t ;?%$ 

are consistent wl t h KPKG-pr6;'aced Ei?Z %$~<kg-;i"~.ir A!, ?. 

. L xi. conclusion of the retest asssr;ati;_Ys id;:;; %k,"e$?s teFG 5 L J  -; + F*F?..EL.: 

formally ldentl f 1 ~ 5  a:; ~ssr ;s  r e g a  i-d*,i;.? k2,i-?,9:r y:r?..~-;il" ; t: h: : : 

26 non-flow-through orders. ~ ~ p i 3  um:t.-.gc.rq.:prtr : .; - ; I ; 

J I  . P-CLEC non- f l o b j -  tkrouc;h orders ; SS;;<:;~ :I::I":F F ~ : F I  pi; 7 ' - rn 

. - -  . c , . c L k A  u*%%... 4 :  This analysis reveaiecli ::!;at G , La , ,-. , + .-.= &j;lh : G; v3k&,;'! 

. ,L t 6 i s ,  ' .* ,3;,+:; T, z:-* order-, had problems i.'l;t;i; rtystexi lc"ta" - L""+ f*:l . 

- li li basis for the E x c ~ p t r f l z  5 : - ' ;  ! - i l ? k G : ,  -., * v ;. * *:;:, -- = s. s 
.A/ & E. ' t,y , <% *, c t %.-t +$ ! 

f low-~h-.,rough orfit.,rs, Q w c s ~ x ~ - ~ ~ ! r ;  c:i:<?< -3 l;-;::l~z; < t y  :-, : 9 -:: 3 < * A t - * ~ ~ -  , 

* .  Without further. retest:.ng s3e.r::. f, :ca L , :; : . re.=- 
* 1 

*&, * impact of human error o;t the a,z:c.GLa,-; : . , ,+,::",*.'*?,A:-: 



Qwest ' s P I D  r epor t ing ,  KPMG 1s E c  "::',,::;C'z -, I t . : ~ " i ~G~ .C :  

- . .  i i .  

satisfied this evaluation cri",er~s::. ofS : ,: -.::s -; :I b r- :;Y* - :: 23: - -  "£ i - 
. . 

d l  Z k - 2  - 24, 2002, Qwest elected not to  car,$,^', ,:ibn;t ; ~ ? ~ t ; ; :  2-";.t z~.?irCr' +." 

2 .  Decision 

.,a& "" " '6 r.. a. The Corrtrnisszcm s - .  +r28ti C. 5 

develop and submit for inclusiz\l.i., & :: ~ ~ : : - ~ ~ ; - T , T ; z ~ :  

measure for Manual Service Order W~c'cr~dlt:~' :; .c. d,?3",e :$ e: k.:zz;- f rtL: ;; 

issues that were revealed during testlzg. 

3 .  Df scussion 

a. * 5- cofitene.r, L,tac t; kie ;;:;:y .b~: ." < ti:r-* - $ -  z I 

errors is within ei r e a ~ o n a b x ~  CCJEYQTICC*~~?.~:~;:~ - ---- p.* , < & <  T[$ , \  ; 3 *: 

,,,,,<,,..< ?5; :y:l:-T:-<:, CLEC orders are processed Q ci L ' L ~ ~ - - ~ - - ' ~ - . ~  T i :  : r i r 3 -  

7 - percent-age of orders handled 1 1 ;  : :L=:i-. rhc,-.m-i$P* t:.rt$: L T ~ L ~  $"-;I:'W:~~~E ; =.wr 

time . According to Qwcsz , ( : . :  pc r'c*: : c ,  -z:;;.r: 

' . always requ ire manual. hand; i:q , SI:~:~ ::>j:>::~irx :;h:7, i :* ;L T w -- * 

present tne possibility of h t i ~ l d : :  e.frc-2 

internal audit of t 2 r d ~ r s  . t;: 

" 5W-t;: t ' ~7 ; 1;' e '  zw)z ; ; Resale/UNE-P and Loop ~ ; r ~ d ~ ; l = t s .  . >.. 

for manual order. accuracy are: 

Nzrch i 'r~_ey_l 

KesaiefUNE-F 95.7% $ F > Y :  

Loop 98,5 '5 . 'P g 
3. C.! "* f 

Qwest contends ~t has K ;; 5 :<!rd9-? :cLi:.' 

redtlce the inczdence of hunidi: e:'~:'?", ..,:.* k: - '~ : : :  



Lrk  In August 2 0 0 2 ,  Qwest states it %.:;Pi r l z ~ ~ e ~ ~ e ; b "  2:. - -s. 

enhancement that adds a sy5te;l.l tr~r;f;car.;:,t;-, = , , -L e*, , ,  - I - - - -  , "- _ -+ .. "3 - *  - - i  -- *._ - 

service order numbers and ciue dates an tS? F2Z a:-P ; r : - e -~s -_ r ;~ ; i : - z f ' tT  

. . G c , ~ ,  ,.,A : $3~.2-zc :':s 1 r-.T from the LSR, thereby substaar-rtia23j' s e d ~ ~ - : - ~ +  - 
. . errors in this area. Qwest s t a t e s  :.t a:de4 jQ; : a  Z ~ ~ F Z F  .,:Pv$;:I',$ LZ 

-. Pending Service Order Notlce (9SZjN; shxt2 ; -  at-e:" ?he 22: , ~ ~ y . 7  

PSON allows CLECs to validate t h a t  t:;;\wgs";"e : :y3ey  - ~ - - r - - - ~ -  .,, ..,,..,l,e,;- ' &Zci,J 

r ,YI I completely ref1ec"ls what w a s  ox-dereci cn t-tie .?sx, 

b. 9 - 7 ,  '*l,L, . I n  respanss t~ KF;'*t'Z" Jdis~r. t; : . ?,., .. ,~f;",:: 

Manual Order Entry F I D  Adequacy St;t&:', " 4" w5mb. -c:i;; i;ss ,i,Jr<c Si t%> 

develop and present a prapasa, L E I  ::;EX - 7 ; :  

administration process Ear a YSBW z:rz*f c~:.:kz;;~t~:ce :;"...:as:;: q7 k3rl,Sgr:~~:kn:r 

manual processing scder accuracy. Q:ges;t : L : : I  ;;. axy:.;sz r: 

,- Ef:' - - - ' " * .  this will address concerns  g -  z :  + , " ' hi d ., ,. ?:I r?; "3 a Ls .: d 

handled orders. 

>-.* 
C - a & ~ e r w  $ - , k ~ ~  ; :+L;c*$*~ J a 3 q .  : ; : ? - a  % 7 f  s #= L$ 

that Qwest has S ~ T ; ~ J E ~  pfobiex8 L:: ~f::: +,21:;;.rl 

orders.  ATLT IS . +  $el::;+;;fii: ;!,h*,J~)-+ -. 

il . , . A b  
8 "  ,. handle ~ ~ t t a r l y  12,001 3rders fs:; .-.kd:> p+a:, -%: ;,;: ,,*. -*". I1 ..- , . ;c: * ,  

According to AT&T, KPMG f a u r : ~  :,::61; i .  , , - 76.. 

haw to properly treat CiS iz  3y:ti;;: $3 ,r;."i "%.:~l, " f:t:: a> iici.j~: s- Y Y ~  - y i ' ; t -  P2 p w -  u 

. , amounts of humaz erscrr;; '2::izq x,,3-:+? ;>? 

- * processed CLEC csders.  m3-, p>v.-' 
a .- . " - it ; 3'- " .J.? 

yesuits because G Z ~ ~ : - S  :a-pi=;~t. ~-:~c,::x(I:.: r e r r j r  



znd orders w z r e  1ncl~de.5 jk ,yd j  2 ;,3",~:a;fc k-yy: ' ;  - 2  : f : ~  

results calculaelon. AT&T asxtsr4ds : ~ ~ a :  $2:-;,3rs . t;-ss 

application date and rine d~re~;I;' z ~ ~ g a ~ : : _  c::.i 2;'- 3 ~;.r~r:_v :--.-rlt?r 

Met, OP-4 Installation Inten:al, azd Ctj:-I; ?el ;,*.- 3 p L j  .---a ' "' & P ~ - ? S  2::s.  

a. Accordi1;g to AT&T, K>?.:r; n;>",cp9 :::a? ;>xoc", 

responded to observations and e x  r * r a r i - i -  * - , r x r s  - r__ . . .hr+: r - - 

problem to human er ror ,  QwesE -r%esp;md?$ :!;at a34r":;ana; 

;- 6'18 -" training of the personnel would remedy ~ h c .  prck:c~t- <--= 2 SS;;P.$ 

Observation 3086 to captcre this censer-I:, XT&T &ar-al,iaa ?kz~",:i;FP& 
u 

used the wrong approach in decizi~.;? ta t:Lzae O~YS?:~ '~+~CLFZ :234$ 

In verifying that Qwest ' s i n i g s s - , * e n  redj;ii=n2 I l : ~  c->3kc >-F;~G?~A~:: 

error to acceptable ievels, AT&? c:@~:p,s :?*A: ; ~ ?  >a:& 

" .  would have been additional transact :G-s dca:q:t.$ : : se7.,-~p,:~km * - .  

Y handled and additional calls to wrist * s :;e.;l ;ir.i;k, ; :  , gpp;:; 

reviewed Qwest documentation, ~z:cw:r%e~d Qwr?.:r P C : ~ ;  ..,)-cri; nn:t 

observed Qwest employees at thr. cr:risx- 3;'ir3cc:;;:;i:.1 c~:;::*~4:::  .pf:,.? 

CLEC h e l p  d e s k .  

e .  F,T&T cont:w,n&e; ~.~~,",$u:isc,rt~=a.~;,s;; 

that the rate of human err-cr::a made b,y @z,tk,.i,r: 

personnel had not been r~,dti.-ced c:t:> ac'::~tlp~:i~~:~:, Z L . ; ~ ~ , ; ~ ~ ~ :  'Y' +,&, % r.d.:. +" &, .? 6. Z 3. sL'i' L. * -. 

KPMG examined 7 5 pseljdo- (l'iEC 9:rdez.z:: c.;xa \$<:< T.a6L $. .... $-:.- , -<I ye:; ;{I ': 1 %,s ;!:...!A :;;$ ;;:. $! ;;j 

by Qwest: personnel as part, cE r;he .'., .- *a . . .-S. * .  + ,.. I.-". >. .. ,,, *a ,- ,! ?. ii- dr.f, 

historical. ci~lta and Eouj?d 2 2  J,r:sgcaz:~-s 2.: x!:.z17T:L~7a:-L 

percent ) . AT&T a r g u e s  t h a t  1 5  . 8 gier(::e:'::. c::: : . . . > ~ f ~  :zi:f;:;.;::;-; '.?:. -? f .c.:! " , . ,- I."/ ;. . %:= 



i- ". -- z- P-CLEC orders c h a t  had human err-.$rs e.~.;;;:?: " -;'_~i.g . LT=-  1 

sufficient evidence to show that Cwe,i, 173.2 2 2 2 :  ze:-4:;*12 L:~G- 

human errors from Qbservatior; 3 0 8 6 .  ACG'CT~: :E~  r3 - - -  *'<-' :. 

9 - comparative analysis identified several. Fre:_.,efis cli;&? ;".--: . a . i ; . .  - -  ..---- *L i 

Qwest to recalc~late p r e t ' d ~ u s l y  s 2 .:Z.x: t 

AT&T asserts that the rare of humaz eirrc::e :r:"_-.c;Ja:zen zzh-; ::-:ie;Lr~ 

processed by Qwest represenCati;:es r9%a;r+,c; a ~t;k-,a:~?l.r;:?;a- 

problem. AT&T argues t h a t  until Qwbst: b&;$l;y ~ ; i ~ n ; ~ > z . ~ r r ~ t . ; ? 3  s2 ?-:re 

satisfaction of KPMG tha"ti ';s pf:rfarmani~e ~ e ~ ~ : ; r c : ~ e ~ i ~ -  ;+t?lr7;i ; t - 
P 

- i - .  for manually processed orders a re  atC?,;s;iL"; ax$ ",*<:_L;~LLA~~. a "- 
i. I l l *- 

Commission should nst rely i p r r r r  z8..sy $I iLsi;:r: t:$ Z Y , : : ~  f;; K T ~ ~  n :+ 

- ,  Ir I+, - ,&a results for perfor?nal-.,ce neas;dreme::t% 32 .? , t>F 1 - 4 ,  3 . - . t~~ t . 
further asserts that Qtiest 's :~t:%$z $T::.C~ :;P i ~ i ~ i : ~ ~ : i , : , ~ ~ ; x :  ~ C ; ; . - - ~ J J C  

to find the ROC OSS tesz  Y ~ s ~ ; ~ : E . :  t i  i T ; ~ * , s i i * : , ;  , .3rf.r+::r-.i:*,~:: 

that additional t e s t l n 5  be cz23t122be. 

f. Tjle p & r k  ju es a;yy+2;2 t&cgj:-  ;>sz -" +- 5.  :b- S-gx me, ,- ; ,:,.-*% , , ~ ~ , k . + : ~ , : ~ ~  +. ~.<,. ,&$,s$ ; < , : .  ?,, 
.. 

. a 2  

be expected. Hman e r r o r  is - . t-+.,b; . GJ , 4: " j , : t,!: i:i@ $1 

are used. The part_ 4es di 3 a ~ r e - e  - ;.:ow E?:+,;:,;.:~. 

reasonable and whether addi..t;t>nzrl ::,t:::~:.:.:.~:;:: 

ensure that the ' i e~ je l  of h ~ ~ m a n  L*V*~ , - :~ . .  -, A" #,, -%A. , _. ,'? .*.- ~:.L=:CI.~~,L;~ .,.+ :-, .... 

does not interfere w i t h  conget 4t . ;  c:~r+, 

g .  

uncovered does ~ o t  suggest , fgks; z = 8 , ~ ~ E z ~ c . , . i ~ ~ ; z , ~ ;  ,tz:.q! 

flawed. However, we ack:~at;':!.edgc< t. r,:::: 3 ~ ,, ,. ?.,a , *+ e57 , ,  ,.~. . e ... :.; .;: 



concern. KpMG1s test revealed h i ~ m a n  e r r c z  t k r z t : z : : ~ - c : 7 ? , ! ~  

testing period and in retests. acjr;a3t!~ie&e f&!%sr 3 .r;:>E f e:- c: 

work through the long-term PID administration proc%ss : c . A ~ x + ~ T _  :?= .& 

a PID for manual service order accr:ratzy as a st@? 

addressing the issue. Thla  offer does r!or go Far n::.xsg!t ::> 

ensure that a timely and proper I n c e n t ~ - ~ t e  xnl; ::i:.r:;.cxze 3?i-;ia;; 

error levels on a going-forward basis. 

h. Qwest shall work w i t 2 1  i i ' ; l t ~ ~ : e ~ x ~ ?  p a r t r s u  t:, 

complete development of a PID for manual service order aecGracy. 

This PID shall be added to the CPA? at lrhe f:rsr: ~kx.-~:;?i~Ct: 

review. 

i. The PID can be de- ela aped ~ h r t ~ a g n  ~4 

F ,.LO:? P20fe89. 2 1.2,"k "'" functioning long-term PI3 adrninisrr;ra+-" 4'2 a 

such a process does not extend Qwesk's t i m e  to can;:!+$% 

development of a PIT3 for manual serlrica o r d ~  ~~.i*lr:tt;~:x:~y~ 2 %  

parties cannot reach agreement on 3 P I D ,  t h e 3  3i'eot iina:: i i l r  

its proposed PI I )  ~ 1 ~ 1 1  the Coinn l i s s io r . .  Thi? C:;:an; $3 lo:% r:l: chc:: 

seek comment on Qwest ' s proposal snc? make E : i e ~ r s  'i.~"ii~ $ 2 ~ ;  F::3:c 

completion cf the first s r x - m o n t ! ~  re-lseki cf t,;tr CPAP.  

j .  If part;es reach  agroomr.;r: 23 $2 21, f c ~  

manual service order acctiracy befrxe  ilhr f JTSG 5: f x-?:3r:tk X + ~ ~ ~ L F ; ! L ~ Y  

of the CPAP, then Qwesr shall f ~ l e  t h y  acI:S;lri~i~X.8$511"t;i, 

approval pursuant to 5 18.9 of  t h e  C?AP. 



- = 1 " 

k. The standard for ~ h e  PIC 1n:";ra;;y skWa,, t;e 

diagnostic. At the second SIX-month review of t h e  ;FA?. 3 

benchmark will be established and the PID for: rnar~ilsl S~PV;CZ 

PQ* 1 order accuracy will be added as a 'Tier 18 measiire le the ; . ~ r r .  

unless parties agree that Qwest's performance does not wazrar.: 

the addition of such a PID to the CPAP. 

6. Issues With Unbundled Dark Fiber.  and Enhanced Fjr;tandad 
Loop Test Criterion 

1. KPMG found the test criterion, ' 4 - 1 - X O d  for 
unbundled dark fiber ('JDF), and r h e  tes: 
criterion, 14-1- 14, for enhanced exte::ded 2 . 0 3 ~  
( E E L ) ,  "not satisfied" I rhe 1 %  055 Lest  
section 14, Provisioning Etra lua~xon .  

a. KPMG determined that r e a t  - 14 - 2  - f l. 

was not satisfied. Thz cri terzoz; Eacuses 011 whnbLta+a+*. L, ,, , J*.%*esa 

provisions L ~ F  by adhering to documente~d method and proced::r?. 

tasks, This correlates to c losed/~f i~e7~1c: Iu~i t+e  Except i i ' ~ i 2  J-31C: 

"Qwest did n e t  populate Dark Flbex- nnsta?,l;.tmz Ces: -eBi t : t3 :;: 

, nan5areci by ti:ii* Work Force Adrnlr,lstratlon (e"lFA! 109s dL" 

Unbundled Dark Fiber Customer Commucit2a=zz~ Teckn;c;an 

Impienenter (CCT- I ) Job Ald (T2nbxndied Dark F :her t + i e t h o l ~  .a:~.:t 

Procedures, Designed Services 3S 9E - 0 3 1  -.ti? , " - ~ r ,  ~ k e  zbse:':si. 

a dccumented Qwest standard or PI9 f ::r acczra-y oE y ravls;crLl :-**:, 

F 9 . . r s  .r7G *"." %?MG applied a benchmark of 95 p e r c ~ r ~ c .  -,.--., -, -z,AL:al icst::i:~. -,- 

KPM.IJ obsslrved 115 tasks (23 iJnb~r~GI-& zark c; -z;ir s .  -, c 
3- h 



these, Qwest provisioned 0 ( 0  percent) tasks in accordance w i t h  

Qwcst documented methods and procedurtls . As a result, KPME 

iasued 2xc:eption 3010. During retesting, KPMG reviewed 50 tasks 

(10 Unbundled Dark Fiber circuits) . Of these, Qwest provisioned 

32 (64 percent) in accord with Qwest documented methods and 

pxocedurcs. As discussed during a RlOC TAG conference call, 

resting was subsequently suspended because of low commercial 

volume. 

b. Test criterion 14-1-14 was not satisfied on 

whether Qwest provisions EEL circuits by adhering to documented 

met had and procedure tasks. This correlates ts 

closed/inccnclusive Exception 3104: "Qwest personnel did not 

adhere to DS1 Enhanced Extended Loop (EIEL) circuit provisioning 

methcds and procedures. " In the absence of a documented Q w e s t  

standard or PID for accuracy of provisioning, KPMG applied a 

benchmark of 95 percent. During initial testing, KI?MC observed 

7 9  tasks (11 EELS) . Of these, Qwest provisioned 69 ( 3 7 . 3  

pesccnt) tasks in accordance with Qwest documented methods an6 

procedures. As a result, KPMG issued Exception 3304. During 

retersting, KPMG observed 15 tasks ( t w o  EELS). Of these, Qwesc 

provisi.oned nine (60 percent) in accosdancs with Qvr'est 

docllmented methods and procedures. As discussed during a ROC 

TAG conference call, testing was subsequently suspended b e c a ~ ~ s ~  

of low commercial volume. 



2 .  Decision 

a. We find that the "not satisfied" resvl3 ts fc ; r  

ihcse test criteria regarding UI3F and ESIJs do not ~mpact CtEts' 

ability to use Qwest's OSS. 

3 .  Discussion 

a. Qwest contends that U?lF orders are n c t  

prevalent in the commercial setting so it is difficult to prove 

through commercial data that Qwest provisions them in accordance 

w i t h  d~cumented methods and procedures. In Colorado, QweStfs 

commercial performance for PIDs OP-3D aind OP-.3E for UDF shows 

that there have been no dark fiber observat.ions since Septerriber 

2 0 0 1 .  In Qwest's 14-state region, there have been no dark fiber 

obser~ations since November 2001. According to Qwest, the FCC 

previously has held that, in the absence of adequate commercial 

data, a showing that the BOC is ''capable" of meeting 3 273's 

criteria can be sufficiel~t . Qrtrest contends it has repearedly 

shown that it follows documented methods and procedures ic ather  

contexts, Qwest argues that this establishes that tlzere x s  ?ID 

question that Qwest is capable of followj.ng the methods and 

procedures unique to UDF. 

b. Qwest asserts it has r epea t ed ly  shawn t h a k  

it is capable of following documented metiiods and proccdirres ;;I 

other contexts. Qwest argues that the Comnrssion shoubd f ~ n d  

t h a t  Q w e s t  com~lies wlth S 271 because of the requsre inent  piaced 



on it by Docket No. 011-041'r for EELS to be consruered 5 ~ : "  

addition to the CPAP at the first six-month review. 

c. AT&T contends t h a ~ t  although there 1s no 

coinrnercial data for Qwest to rely upon to demonstrate it can 

pwravide unbundled dark fiber to CLECs, the ROC OSS test was 

designed to determine if Qwest had t h e  capabj-lity cf providing 

dark fiber to CLECs. In addition, AT'&T contends that r,he 

evidence in the record demonstrates that Qwest technicians &2 

nog follow Qwest ' s documented methods and procedures f u r  

prcrvislianing UDF circ~its. AT&T further contends t-,!zat Qwest's 

latest filings provide no evidence to contradict XPMGrs findings 

h Qwest technicians were not following QwestJs documentet5 

methods and procedures. AT&T asserts that KPMGrs results 

demonstrate that Qwest is not capable of providing UI2F to CLECs. 

AT&T argues that Qwest has not met the requlrernents  of checkiist 

item 4 and checklist ltem 5 because Q w e s t  has not demms~z-atee 

cka:: it is capable of providing UDF for unbundled locps ox. 

rnreroffice transporc. AT&T also argues that Qwest has not mcY 

the requirements of Cl~ecklist Item No. 2 based on KPMG's "not 

satisfled" finding for test cr~terion 2 4 - 1 - 1 4  anti based cz 

Qwesr's commercial performance which indicates chat Qwest  isse see 

;;he QP-3D PID standard of 90  percent for EZL incb"a1latBorrl .) L 

cormxtnents met in the last four months of reported data. 



d. The parties to the ROC OSS test agreed thar 

f ;&jd~o ' i 'k  would not be required to be completed if it would 

impact Qwest * s service to real customers. This Commission finds 

that it was riot reasonable to expect QwesL to provision b J F  or 

EELs far test purposes only. As Qwest points out, the 

Conm~issiun already has required EELS to be considered for 

addition to the CPAP at the first six-month review. 

Furthermore, the non-existent commercial volumes of orders for 

'JDF and EELS betray these products1 insignificance to CLECs 

operating in Colorado. CLECs that do not order these products 

cttnnot,  by definition, be impaired by Qwest's OSS systems. 

D Issues W i t h  Parity Not M e t  f o r  INon-dispatch Orders 
Rel-ated t o  Test Cr i t e r ion  

1. KPMG found two test criteria, 14-1-34 and 14-1- 
36, "not satisfied" relating to parity 
requirements for non-dispatch orders for Business 
POTS and UESE-P services for test ROC OSS test 
section 14, Provisioning Evaluation. 

a. Test criterion 14-1-34 was not satisfied on 

whether Qwest meets the parity performance requirements P I D  

OP~-4C-1.nstallation Interval Met for Business POTS. Thzs 

 orr relates to closed/unresolved Exception 3086: "Qwest did not 

i n a t a l l  non-dispatch orders for the P-CLEC within a time period 

t h a c  is in parity with Qwest's retail operations, as measured by 

che F I D  OP-4C. "  KPMG performed a Dual Test on the initial test 



2*-?'2&b.~h~g~ 3s rPqxllred In Appendix G of the MTP, and determined 

l i 
\ *2at Q%&:sc Ea l i ed  to meet the standard in the Eastern and 

? z &@w:~z~:; I@CJ,fS.Oi'lB. Exception 3086 was issued. Upon retesting, 

2wcr;i:: cone;nried t~ fasl in the Eastern reglon. Exceptlon 3086 

2 H  L:%csec/u~2rcsolved per Qwest's request. Based on the c~mpletion 

a% t h ~  g 5 T 3  audit by Liberty Consulring and the retest results of 

*c e&sopl.nnn 3120, KPMG concluded that Qwest did riot satisfy this 

*?uaauatlon criterion. 

b. Test criterion 14-1-36 was not satisfied on 

@hc&ht2~ Qweat meets the parity performance requirements PID 

y - 3  9iiu4Fa1.-Xnw~,allat.l.ion Interval Met for UNE-P services. This test 

%X ; t @ Y ;  sn ~ X R O  carrelates to "closed/unresolved" Exception 3086. 

perhorrnsd Dual Test on the initial test results, as 

. t -+lch5, .  - ,, P n Appendix G of the MTP, and determined that Qwest 

far + ?i:d to meet the standard in all three regions. Exception 

i was :.ssucd. Upon retesting, Qwest failed in all three 

hly=.::;i :, 3::s q Exception 3086 is closed/unresolved per Qwestfs 

.si::;;.:cslc. Based on the completion of the PID audit by Liberty 

C:tb::7:.:5~ 11% and r,he retest results of Exception 3120, KPMG 

I r I, i , ..i.,.:,-.:cJeild Qwest did not satlsfy this evaluatio~i criterion. 

2 .  tlaciaion 

a. The Commission finds that the "not 

a,*2 ;::!:aed'Yresults for these test criteria regarding parity not 



met: for non-dispac.ch orders for business POTS and UNE-P serlgices 

t3c n a t  impact CLECs '  abillty to use Qwest's OSS. 

7 I. Discueaion 

a. For Business POTS (test criterion 1 4 - 1 - 3 4 ) ,  

Qwf.mt points out that it met this standard and passed the test 

in its Central and Western Regions, although KPMG found that 

Q w w L  did not satisfy this standard in the Eastern Reoioc. 

Qweat notes that Colorado is located in Qwest's Central, noci 

Eastern, region. Qwest argues that performance issues in 

cornsection with criterion 14-1-34 (non-dispatch Business POTS) 

therefore do not apply here. Qwest provided commercial 

performance in Colorado. That data shows that Qwest has met Lhe 

required parity standard for OP-4C. For Business POTS, Qwest 

has s a t i s f i e d  the OP-4C parity standard in each of the last fzve 

m~nths, For UNE-P POTS, Qwest satisfied the OP-4C parity 

ai;anderd in each of the past five months. Qwest argues that 

csrnnercial performance under OP -4C demonstrates that CLECs have 

a meanlnyful opportunity to compete in Colorado. 

b .  AT&T contends that the test findings confirm 

rhar Owes'; discriminates. AT&T argues that the test xesul;s 

conclude that Qwest has failed to demonstrate compliaiice with 

checklist lcem 2 for provisioning UNE-P services and checklist 

.izem 14 for provisioning business resale services, 

81 



c. WorldCom and Covad contei~d that the Qwese's 

failure to prove its ability to deliver Business POTS and b33-P 

with in  the same installation intervals as it provides ~tself 

(parity) is a very serious cor~cern for CLECs. UNE-P is one af 

the primary methods used by CLECs to compete in h e  local 

residential market. WorldCom and Covad argue if this test 

finding i s  not addressed and resolved, local competitian will 

surely suffer . 

d. Because Qwest did not meet the parity 

requirements for provisioning non-dispatched business POTS and 

UNE-P during the test, the Commissi~~rz relies on Qwestt s 

cornn~ercial performance to determine that Qwest's i)SS IS 

adequate. The commercial performance data established this. We 

further note that the Commission has included in the CPAP 

measures for provisioning of business POTS and bWE-P. Should 

Qwest fall short on these measures, CLECs will he compensated 

and Qwest will be penalized for subpar performance. 

E, Insufficient Data Issues Related to Test Criterion 

I. KPMG was unable to determine whether Qwesc met 
three test criteria, 14-1-37, 14-1-38, and 1.4-1.- 
39, relating to insufficient data obtair~ed d;~,r lng 
the testing for the ROC OSS test section 1 4 ,  
Provisioning Evaluation. 

a. KPNG was unable to determine for tesr 

crieeria 14-1-37, 14-1-38, and 14-1-39 whethe r  Qwest meets the 



parity requirements for PID OP-~;~-~elayed D2ys for Btts_tnc?ss 

POTS, Residential POTS, and UNE-P POTS rctlspectiirely . I,? the 

Eastern and Western regions, Qwest did not delay ally Pq-CLEC 

orders for business POTS. In the Central region, f o r  the three 

business POTS orders delayed, Qwest took an average of 1 day %a 

complete the orders as compared to 9.4 days for retall 

cornpletion for Business POTS. KPMG performed a Dual T e s L  &as 

required in Appendix G of the M'TP, and determined that Owes"s 

achieved a passing result in the Central region. Based 03 the 

co~npletion of the PID audit by Libexty Cons~ulting and the retest 

results of Exception 3 1 2 0 ,  KPMG concluded t h a t  Qwest ssa.cisfied 

this evaluation criterion for the Central region. Due to a lack 

of data for the Western and Eastern regions, the overall rcsutE 

for this test criterion is "unable to determine." Qwest dkd nsc 

delay during the test any P-CLEC orders fcx Residential PUTS sn9 

UNE-P POTS. Consequently, KPMG was unable ts determ~rze a real.rIt, 

for test crlterla 14-1-38 and 14-1-39. 

2 .  Decision 

a. We find that the "unable to det+ermsneV 

results for these criteria regarding parity perfarmanse 

requirements for delayed days or1 business POTS, res-~de;:t~.ai 

POTS, and LINE-P POTS do not impact CLECs' sbsilty to u s e  Qnest ' s  

0 5 5 .  



3 .  Discussion 

a. Qtlrest asserts that its carnmerc~al 

performance suggests that the criteria results percziriing to 02- 

6 A  should not prevent this Commission from f i n d i ~ a ,  that Gwest. 

meets the required 5 271 criteria. 

b. The FCC has indicated thatl i;.ztual comn~ercia'l 

experience provides the best evidence and that testing provides 

the secand-best evidence. Theref ore, we conclude C t ~ a t  i n  the 

situation where commercial experience is contradicted or 

unsubstantiated by test evidence, the commercial ~xperiexrce mdst 

be given the weight. We note that Qwest: has met the parity 

~tandard for May 2001 through April 2002 for delayed days for 

business POTS, residential POTS, and UNE-P POTS for Colarado. 

The existence of measures in the CPAP with associacied pex~altres 

for failure to meet the performance standards gives t h e  

Commission comfort on a going-forward basis that t he  market, wi?l 

remain open to competition. Ths  CPAF l n c l u d c s  neasures t ~ : '  

pronsioning of business POTS, residential POri'S, arltl LME- -T' PZTt:. 

F. Xsnues With Maintenance and Repair Benchmark N a t  %el;: 
for CEMX Peak Volume Test Criterion 

1. KPMG found test criteria, 16-3-5, "mt-, sa";:rP:;c~i" 
for the benchmark requ-rerne~t fax* p s a k  vcs2 T , L T Q ~ ~  

3 -  testing for ROC OSS test seetron , b ,  CEME 
Functional and Perf ormancd 33raluat lon . 



a. Test criterion l 6 - 3 - 5  was ncr : : & : ; ~ Z L F . ~  :;; 

whether "modify a trouble report;" transdki2;rCms a r e  $iz-zzcz-~se:: 

A. - within the guidelines established by dhe E X  q:AC, ,p2;5 

correlates to closed/unresolved Except1,an 3 L 3 Y  : "2wtt;eSt= zL&d s a t  

process ND EDIT transactions that were subnkrtae9 to rh.z 'Cf;,;e:-21~;rQ:~s 

Maintenance & Repair (CEMR) systerri r n  tk t e  cr3w 53l'nn.t., Qe:~na~d by' 

the benchmark." The ROO TAG-es'iabi I. skeS h e  f c r  

processing Non-Designed (kTD1 McadxEy CEdn~i * * &  LS 

0 : 0 0 : 2 4  seconds. + r j r w r  The peak day cesk rresr:3a Ear 2;s E, . JLL 

transactions was 0 : 0 0 : 2 3  seconds, Based an L ~ ; E  8.E 2 :  ke+jt- 

'- 3 f,- result deficiency , KPMC isszed E.;cep",xort -i .L &- r ,  13 ,rct.q~az:~c, 

Qwest conducted three internally adnl;'1:~*,g+~c3 tia32::; g:> ; - y g ~ :  ::5;4p~7 

the KPMG-administered test, +.-A *-+ h ~ h i i ;  ~ ~ & c d i d  ",lhk ~ ~ 4 . 2 2 ;  1 r - 5 ~ 2  

executed by Qwest w a s  inconsist snt. w the rw' . a* -( 3 -  - ?+ + $  &2-t 

L forth and agreed upon by the ROC TAG, ar~ci , .,r~urt' :LJ 

provisions for its consxderat ion , I . : e:,t,: $ti?p!.: 

close Exception 3107 as "cIosed/~~nxes3iveb,  +* 

a. The Ccmnlssxa:: L ;:2ds t Z:et t; 5 tlc 421 -!:a 

satisf iedl' result for t h ~ s  crir,er:o:; rega:,*d:r.i.~ bt*;] ,-t;yb:\r k :.:*::- .r;rt 

far CEMR pe&k volume testing daez L.*";~ Irn;r~rre tC4+:U::1:i' J : ~ ~ + L I v * ~  t.2 

use Qwest's OSS. 



3 .  Discussion 

a. The capac-ty test f o r  CESF.*;i;'l pva'rl;&t~d p d e s t ' e  

response times at normal volume, peak voit!me a l ~ d  oc,res$r i '~r:siii~12. 

According to Qwest, it successfully me2 a3.l of ~ i l e  benc'i'r~iazks 

for the 13 CEMR functionalities KPE4G test@!!:$ d:,;r;ng ",ha 32r%6: 

. A volume test, and met all of the benchmail-k:s 5~:. 3,:: ? Z  the ,-t 

functionalities KPMG tested during t h e  peak v c i ' i ~ ~ ?  r&r;rt:, Z7.7.s~*:n~; 

that test, Qwest processed ND EDIT t r a n s a t l t ~ c a s  rr: 2 - 2  scclt>r,,3s, 

three seconds longer than the 24-second test standard- 

b. Qwest independently set up and 2 3 r x ? % ~ c k ' k c 5  

three separate tests of ND EDIT t;rarlsacGa:sns a ~ ~ r ~ ~ b , ' b s - s % o ~ x  

its CEMR response times. Each of these t;r;ista I ~ Z V Q ~ V C ~  an evei', 

higher volume of transacticns than tkiosf; r.eqt;!:red by ~ t ~ e  h::rd~i.sr 

Test Plan, and testing was condt~ctred du.r:ru?g LEte l?ttst,;:t?e::.; dK%y 

.. ." 3 <3 L $3 . when other transactions were being pror@-+lw*Eb ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ : l i i ~ < t  :c:2 

Qwest, it successfully met the 2 4 - s c c m d  test kit?;s.i~~:k:lii~~~tk tIt,krxQq 

each of these tests, posting averitgc t ransasb.; ;arl r~zs?~2t.r$r,i t, iif~:lt 

of 1E.9, 18.1, and 22.4 seccsncis. Qwcs? r e  , I +  U'ijc ' 4 3 ~ 7 r a  

l i  - satisfied" status of evaluatiiczn c,~~te:. t t>r:  t - -  c ~ f l t : i  E~I , :?  

closed/unresolved status of E 3 1 0 7  presexx., dt '::t:s> C ~ X  ::ti;,& L;y 

. &  that need not be considered in i isse~s ~ n g  QW~?B:,, ' $ 2  T'~F: IC,  ,1" ;1:a8 ;:z 

connection with CEMR. 

' > i 7 c , According LC:! AT&'2, t/?c re33 t :' t; - , t i 3  L:,! *, lag  2 5 ' :  

is a critical component of the CEMR ~n:.c:sfac:e e,.5::atlz:@tr: 1,:- ix,irr 



significant enough that Qwest aoreed c h r  5 - t:'" 

modify trouble report function sn the t 2 4 3  : : ; : - ~ ? y $ i I : ~  352 2;Z C + E : ~  

to the 24-second benchmark, AT GT urtl;e 5 the - , , : 

--2- -- t- y-J-.,e - ----+.-. " ~ k . ~ * . * ~  f ,zz- %.';;?- dismiss Qwest I s 'home grown" NC I >  A Ljat-I.-,ti - .. A z i p  I ~ % -  .. . 

same reasons as KPMG did: t h e  ROC TAG a9t-tbzd :-a P-1- 4 -3-p ?+:-;- <,. a 4 2. !.. *. f 

L.c-te L # . ' I  ,*2:- .z~2l:F;de~:-t3:~i~:;~- *z? test and there are no provisionr; iz " -  ye'-' " 

t h e  2 4  -second benchmark d u r k r ; ~  ti'P:"I:S' 2 t e s t  :I? g G :Y,; c: t A t- ; JS ;;r?. & 

stated tha t  because of C ~ L S  QWF;~:: $ 1  y - :;$t;;i*,717z5- 

i . ? :<* , i ts  systems or agree to tvhem ~ - ~ ~ ~ , ~ : ~ f + ~ $ ~ : ~ ~ * - ~ . ~  c:?; I:(> ;?IS% ,j, $ f! i. {s, fs  

the overall test resalts. 

G. Issues XnaccscuraEt3 Q A ~  K5saltlllq CIc;?-~t%i "FA%- :20d#~@ 
Rela t ing  to Test Criksrian 

1. 
sat isf lied" r ,  :;$ 

r ." OSS rest .%e~!.~x,r:;-: 
Processing. 



wholesale UNE-P, resale, and C e n t r e x  2 1  troljbles sad xcak?X% ; i7 

Qwesti s systems, and that may or may  not reqtlsre ri?s daspakzk cE 

a technician, are consistent with t h e  rrclrubes piace& $tie 

line, This correlates to closed/unresa~~ued ExcepcLun 305  5 : 

"Qwest ' s OSSLOG Trouble History contained S nacctira te r::liaesrit 

codes for repairs completed to Plain O l d  Teleph~no Servzct? 

(POTS) Resale and UNE-P services." 1x1 the absence e"if a PIC- 

defined standard, KPMG assigned a benchmark of 45 geucefik @$ 

close-out codes correctly applied. Of 20 1 traubles sabmk ted,  

177 (88 percent j were correccsly coded, A s  a sesulc of khh8 

deficiency, KPMG issued Exception 3 0 5 5 .  i.:PPflG+s sc;$sc-qs,tar:: 

retest results indicated that, of 122 reisale close - a i a h i l ~ ~ ~ ~ &  

reviewed, 108 (88.5 percent) were a@c,trr,;g~el,~~r c~ded* K p$kz 

determined that the dif f esenee between Qwestrs pex6faxrrr&~ice + &rht;I 

the performance standard used by KPMG, wss skaeist, 1es1 E ~ T  

significant (p-valxe of .0032) , T h ~ r e E o ~ e ,  I.",FP.I% :Ietr-7.tLrttrrzaitx k41,a: 

Owest's performance was unsatisfac~ary. Q w e s ~  asked ~k, .a% t=:;; 

)*< additional testing be conducted, and requestud 1 exc;ep: a 3 r ;  

b. Test criterion i 3 - 6 - 3  was not. I ~ , :  3:1 

whether close -out  codes for our - s f  -servzce and s!e:-=~-::~t-.+i~ f: tt?:? i;. ;?;;r 

wholesale DS1 and higher bit rate troubles :xi: :;atc-A ~ s n  '-.=**ec -* '*P bi - 3 

systems are consistent wi. th the t r t xb le s  plcic:~: i  c::: 6::iv : :,~.b*. 

may or may not require the cifs;>atch ~f G t $ ~ f t i : ; ~ ~ < k n .  



m  his co.-relates to closed/~nc~:;c.'L'iis~t.r~ E x . z e ~ f  ~ ~ 3 7 ~  3 ? V3 1 *' ir: qr,+-5z$1: - .g 

OSSLOG Trouble xistory was zlss~xg "~5 cL=:;e- Y.::?@z rcr 

- repairs completed ~a 351 sertWwzees, " 2 3  f 8 :azFw . .& r. 

defined standard, ii2:~laS zss~gnerl  s Se;r,c",k.a35"i n2 $5 ;~o-?xc;x":: 

- close-our codes correctly applle$. 0 5  ,t = = 2 ,  3 

( 9 0  1 were correctly ccded. A$ a - , : h k ~  -itet;::rr:y. 

KPMG issued Exception 3 0 5 3 ,  , ,,.,. i i . r ~ ~ ~ . . - - , ~ ~ .  %A4i , t . t , t t : , ra . r ,  

% z between the perf ormarlce ~ 8 ; s ~ i  t df:2 t h e  5t d:?&"rA - -' 

4013) is not statlistica3iy s;qn;f;eanL, zf ~ - G Y ~ ' - ~ - E  r - 7  4 p I-L 

gh-3y.* 

determined that t he  sample : iGaB , J ; ;  c > 3 :  a 

definitive conclusion %I.,a",he s~~;r.cr;~\r: :>;- -+-,:i'n~ G:?& 

satisfied. KFMG exzended Q#tsst :he ~s$-t=:::;tjp,;::~~ *,.' , * ,+ he 

sample size by conduct~ng ad$:lz:o;iL~: * :  ; 1 : :  ;';.-p-. A -  . hi- , r i ? t l  

to conduct addirianai tesc,5xg, - fp:+l$. :?,,:pr{ $;:~".~-:;ufi 

2 .  Decision 

Qwest's OSS.  

As a rci t-+ ,, ' ." code accuracy. , ;;I~+ 5 ;. c9& ::-;:;.p3r. 

performance resui ts to c>Epayi. u l Zj-; hi::; ": 

.I> * 
i*- -2 
..z - 



. . Qwest , its performance diisiny t h e  r e i B 5 F  ; r :3 t3 i3  ;:c?*'?' 

. % .  . L L  ,27el;-"-~i L : - > w :  CLEC's needs. Close-our codes i;se:t -" " ,--"  " - 

network, identify trends, and :rr?ubLes'l-,.>~~ iii~5 ;-%;:a; ;; ; : ~ % ~ r " l i  2 

problem areas. Close-our C C ~ E S  ca:~;i~ist 3f ~ c ? ' ; E -  & LG; , : :~  - k. ,.. 
s *<s- 

first two digits identify wllethar ~ i i t ?  tt-ot;k;li.. waa ir :;ii'~er;--.s~;xc 

V - . -4 r ,$*'? ' 7 or CLEC-issue, and, ~f a i ; lw@st- ;~~: i t3 ,  ,-a:e A . 3 = . - . - , k $ t ~ z  ~ + h ' t ~ s t ~ ~  

department or equipment category ",a:. lt.by-r.sY"-~---.*t-i:? , k..dA, 8‘--si.- ; + w * ' : ' "  - vL,%c. 

Qwes t  contends that the second w ~;I;=.;:s - : r L  5 -  n--2 r e  

specifically the group or e q ~ i p m e n t  co:::p-crne:"l tw; t k: 2 ",IF 2.2'; - 3  :I?? r 

zategory that experienced the t r c ~ i h l e .  ~:':eg:~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ z r ~ d  rw5 dl ,? ;  : :;  

have virtually no ef fee t  ar: C t E C s ,  3s :i;ey ~;i.:. .itfy.::, J - d q { ~ ~ l ' ~  2: 

service to CLECs , Qwesc ' s regl:larc=.)- c+;ir i &:.L,S;:: ;ii&; z't?$5?: 2:':%t, G Y  

Qwest's commercial perfcrmazce, 

b. Trouble ~ - c k c T s  s123~t .= .  ; t ;  . l i  8fi::,rr=?:;sr. 

field. The narratrve fie:d - 5  2 ojt -!.:+; ..;~.P":*YJ: 4 s ? z P i r . ; ~  ; : ~ t - *  

screener or dispatcher to r descrti;,i(? : k c *  t ;-i;,  'i 

l i  r ii lr' often with greater specs f i Gary t~2,as; - 'i.L,,!~ov -8v:i:, 

accommodate. I n  pract;ee , c;~::? , + ; 

*' completed so the trouble ex ; ; e r ;~~ : i~e i  . . ~ t ~ . ; " " :  : Gv+-i :*-.:' 

--. future analysis or reference. .  i s ~ , r ; : y t  * ~ ; : t .  ~ : u ' r t : f ~  i! L ,",:rt:. k 

, . use accurate close -or;t ~ 0 5 5 8  z Y  : , .  P :  :: ; g ,  ; 4 ;<$''' 

accounts , But five of t h e  ~ T ? ~ z ~ ' ; ~ ~ ~  ~ " 1  3 3 6 7  - R*.::, :dl 2s::: r;;'n2-ti?: ! ~LF*:,; 

w e r e  inaccurate o n l y  W i t h  res;~e.rr: L f * r,, +.# - - *.t - 6  1 + 4  A .: * -  . ! Lj  p I; r bi 

a l l  but .six of :he ICf ccnr,a;;;s6 ai::tr.::-.>: I..- L:;I :, ;':- :: : * * -  , , . 



narrative fields. Qwest asserts t3.a: lf XP~I;; 5 4 ~ 2  ;;sr:?G:;;zen -Zfi?.: 

primacy of accurate narrative .fields 2;s cL33;;;5 - 3,;: ? ; - ~ X L I ~ E  

y 2.7*8 - 
I I I " . , . - C  I-.. r - 5 . .  4 SL.9 tickets ( ra ther  than relying solely sn c!odin? -x - * - 'y - - - ;  

would have found thar, as a practical martcr, :1& ;>f tka :.ZZ W L  

n,  -,- p accounts (95.00 percent 1 satisfied L . ,%L~  nvetda * '7. i& * 
;.C4 ,, v, 

contends that the retest_ demsnstrate th,at. Q;l;&$t, :2-4&&2@:i 2 % ~  

circuit faults and restored quaiicy serQbF&ce a;r s LZR~: >- ~ .A :X%T 

- - .** ?9:>- -, which is indisputably the must imgosr2aant and p$tefiki&lry i , , rr~8c#  

impacting consideration. Qwest has since :t;"$lem~i';tet aL"f&r't;:5~7~3j 

training of its technicZans to ensure ti;&; the.,- cade d t l ~ a r  

out a l l  trouble tickets carrectly . zuesrr allso baas  ;r~tp?e~ltl:i\~~:f d 

weekly internal audit of trouble t;zkcta t19 5naL:s.e :ix&t:, aewfi3 

++. otlier things, they contain  he csrsece ~ a ~ d  i ~ g .  kh6$55,.;;  sat^$;",^ 

indicate that this additional tra:~nxt-tg hias  i~;$~!>:it??\d ; f w e $ L " s  

close-out code accuracy; perf ormasice tias be:el-& at-- ? I :  -2 1 

above for each of the past i r i r re  weeks end 5h2g ~t5?lrd&f';Ji  h;~~..r 8:'uXy 

been missed one t  me slcce Febrttsry ;= :, 2 3 0 2 .  : a L c i ! l 6 f , L t  t ! i d x L  

- < -  - i 4 ,  the circumstances of ~ v ~ z ~ : L ~ T I Q ; I  t r > ' S e r * k 3 i :  u s - * l .  . i d  c,X::+:*;?L riY:;: 

3 0 5 5  -- and the actigr,  Qt~k'est has k :  ~ f ;  i.$.y:~r!::'c':~ + :f .:? 'gf+ i t  !,, 

that the results of crite+-irjri 13 - 6 d:.:,i ;lf:: r7rnt.*-r-.--* .,r , ? & ,  "" +ri..k2,x*.! "*- t Z A T 7  -1 

meaningful opportun; ty to ce=.m;r"~ts :r, the RF:~; kt**, : r7z. jy>-<%; 

service. 

.-' 
C. ui S ~ O S ~ C  2 . 3 ~ ~  ;in3 i*s:;s<* ,-;*1d:7:: ar* 

+.4,,* ::is.: :-:; r.T,f;-;r * > -  r?;p necessary LO aeterrnlrre wh3 ciar.sed :he ' " " s * '  



CLEC, the customer, Qwest or sc ,e other par'cy) and the; C a X s e  cf 

the trouble. AT&T states that, while Qwesz rezsGx~ce2  Y::P 

problem and asserted that lt had implemented 2 5 0 k = i ~ I Z y  2%eGt  

chose to have Exception 3055 closed as ilnrcsoiiWrr.d r a t k ~ e s  that 

subject itself to the rigor of a KPMG x+eiLesEc AY&T ~o:;te:',L% 

- .  that the Commissicn should be s i i s p r c i o ~ ; ~  csf W e s t ' s  2nter:iat:y 

produced data given that Qwest had the o?pfor-,unxty Ear X?HG 

conduct an independent retest and decilnctd to pursue elme S ~ E ~ G P ~  

that would have produced more trustworthy X - S S U ~ Z S ~  

d. The Commission notes t h a t  riosle cF the ::tEZc 

indicated that these particular "not sat lsfked" test ar;ze.r:,d 

were fatal flaws in terms of accepting rhe iovesai i  Z e E t  -;-%st:lt-s, 

In fact, the Commission did not receive any wr:,sren .tt$f~w~2~%?4 

from CLECs on test criterion I € < - 6 - 3 ,  The rtesex'i~s fzr>s: k ' f . 1 2 ~  te~i"i 

do not reveal a materlal impedirnenr, ts CLECs ~ r s i n g  Qwes=?*s  03s 

sys tems . 

B. Issues With Troubles Not Succena$ully Rapairad 
Relating to Teat Cri te r ion  

1. KPMG found test crj . teruon 1 8 - 7 - 2  "nor g a * 3 - G '  LA$.,. ~ e d * ~  - + relating to troub.les not srrrcesskt17,ry repniri2:i 
for ROC OSS t e s t  scccia:; 1 8 ,  Etzb- t;:;?-E:.;r%d J'uiz~b'rp 
Report Processing. 

a. Test CYLterlon l8-7-1 tt.?is Ki3; 6 8 k  i:?;k,~;*: gj_: 

resale, and Centrex 21 trc~ubles ",hat may or nay :;7Y r.;qit;Az.t. 





b 0 dispatch of a technlc;a;r arc; s:~scess:~,;~: yJe3s;3.~,2 -b.. a r r  K G  - 
x-"- correlates to cf osedj;z~ca2c::;s ~*~-.1 Exreg: 2s:: ? ;+3": ~* .~y ;  ' i ~ a  

- ,  identified concerns ~ w e s ~  $;y n~.:-t sa,k.~+,lss:::: - * =  . C r U  i - B - - T x Z L  --ad- - - - & $ A . f  * - 

"*-rL+Ll - . - 4 -  Ti1,.'. of the  POT'S Resale, W E - 4  ar;d ci.a=;-t c:rezt"I s,,,i ,,-AL,- ,,> 

repair. " -r in the abse;;~e of a 2x3 .:jeE;a:,24 y r  ZpXG 

assigned a bencnmark ~f 95 gerzpr;,:: .pf c z F c c i ~  .- ,, z- ,-, ,sP 

7 - troubles submitced, 239 :42 per2ei"13 ~ B : ; s G F " , ~ s ~ z ~ ~ - ~ E -  sepaiE~4, 

3 t - .  @ :~es'_i t ; KPMG found that che d z f f  erewice 5 331ie "-- ".-+.-- "- 
- 2  1 ; 7 1, 1 - "  and the standard ip-%:al?le .d4 I , -a  iL z s  :::av19?;<1,a;,74 

significant. a res-~l; = - - & L ~  &,iLzle-,+.d I . ., ' ;  i 9 kz:se 5 

Exception 3058. Q8est acd x * ,  drs&gi:~@b b.r:;,$;. * ,h~ 

Exceptic-n were c ~ s r ~ i 4 t i > ~  r ~ 3 ~ L - i d "  - ,\A ., - , gi $5 k - .I: +$ " by tw*t - ::?G 

additional testing be c0nd;iz?++~2, 2:g-g '; g,~:~seq-~+~:t~s ; y i: ;:rssw* 

L * Except ion 3058 as czs$ed~ ;2;1~es:::.;+~tt. 

2 .  Decision 

+?>h;&, j.=m^sui &Lr+'\.: a. a 4 %  ,< n r , * & l & ; , $ c *  ;,,"Jt: $ *. .; . ; ,u , u :". * Y I, ti, \ a 't. .. ..i- .,.J.;.. t;":'..$: ;,*;a 

. - 
results for thss test , ~ ; ~ ; ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ z ; ~ ~ , ~ T . 2 ,  .IF ~ 9 ~ i + ; . ~ ~ ~ i ~ . - ; , ~ A , . ~ s 3 , :  .,,iC .'nb4,. :,I,t. ,,,.rirdl, ?..: ,.,, ? & < ,  e(: , , . . , . ,  

/ii ..: >" "*-. , 6 '3 :5 

U r >; ,'", ' successful.ly repaired d? ria~",~:'; 2 ; " .  *- :ilGe 

Qwestrs OSS. 

ass igned a 5' 5 pezce:lt hen si.i;::;4 :; k; :cj. $;>7i3.:, ;i:sl.4: ;, ,;y2c:~ 



4' -*z,. z ,.:, , ,: .,. --;.. .;. ii- because no \\pII)-defin~d stanr;'ia,.rd* ' s h a g . -  %,*- = r . 7 . -  -& cz 2 .ii cl*. ;: !z , .* <-<-=, c t  %>. 

-. - 
. . ,- ,2.+ .A z-.&s ;I, that using P I D  ME-7, which was z2e ! :~::~;&~:~:~' '~~' 

. . 

between Q~~~~ and C L E ~ ] ~  , .+.< ~.4 , e; ,,, + ,?zr i - , - j !hj l  ,+,, - 5 -  i:,r,";s - -- 5 & .C : - . r * $ - ~ :  C.ZL-~* ilTll. iz75.1i. s, ~.= *kJ;.,e i- & F- L.F, 

MR-7 evaluates "the accuraqr of regair act,:/ ';7;~$:,, .$::z.;c:;s 22;:~. - G;i  ek+%- 

number of repeat t ro~db le  r e ~ ~ r t s  L recei,i;-e$ $<,:;- $&$.? 

. . #  within a specified perloa i 3Q cs>en$&f &a3,.@ 1 , ;2!i3:e;$r . : ~ ~ ; : $ $ : ~ ; . ~ ~ ; ~ , ~  

that MR- 7 precisely measures rhe ~ ~ ~ g ~ t i , a 3 t ,  Cka,:: $+??\? p;$tc$~~$!'.~;.~:$t I;: 

;, :s ,&< ;& ,,:: $;+,z-jsg $ to measure because a. ~;epeak t23+&1% zze]132:::. -. 

;7 L . .;. .% barometer of the succt.,ss ~f first; 3re3'3&1.;a &; k.3.;-t. g-;-.y!!! 

C i ' , &  F;!?"-= .c...;i; ' ' . should have used MR-7 becat~se, ha "' - . . . , i i.s.z $ c$ 

that , in light of its a n a i ~ g ~ ~ ~  {;>:>r;~~v:;:~;r;~g 5; + 

ii I%. i\ .i ". ,t . L 
Cp b! :<I <,. .,- 

standard is a more aFHrqr i ate =@as;~yg '?,$ fi; g3-;%$L;f;.$2 ,&,z;f$: i?'Q:s& j: :: 

response time than [an] absalales ~;:;~i:::~~,,f~~:;\~: . '? ., = k2$b:i$ g ;; .% % ~ kt .. .,.. a% +. tLL >+A. 5 2 t;. 2r 

- *  - ;.; i.i..;,&' + .*. ".-. 4;u - , cant ends that i f KPMG *n,ad & 1, ($2: ;,;;3D$-i 2igd; S. '? *a-::?& 2.:~: :: GXjid:a t.r-:=: ' 6' 

performance , KPMG ~ # ; ~ ~ l &  haye fo:gyi.t ktr&f  i;l;&egf ?{a,$-& is e>;zt. ' 'i i.'? .,. 

appropri,ate f . 2 ~  &$;se$slfbg t,he 3::-;t;;;:;:i!k!$:a;, :;>'$ ,;&,;: :$~.$:;,&-'r$,+ 

b. " 7 :  - d .  ~~~~~~~~g~ ~.&y%$;;; 

standard for resol.j. ~ ~ s ~ , ; ~ ~ ~ g  PtJT,:,; is , Q ?  

months. During fihe sa.TL% pe:.t.,5;j.s, c3:++:2;r,, * 

disparity in one . * '.";"".".' /" 3 ,  " < ,  . L . ' 
, , ;  ', 4. &> l i  ..' i:.' . *,* ,.,,, ;;, ,,,, 2: i .:.% ,: ::,: L 

category of orders Teq;_:~z-,z:"i";~ , r v '  ,.: d, 27 ,L .-L c. :;: 3 !$: !$ + 

achieved parity i n  eat+" ~ r i i  Cyi '  -.zr :?;% $:;is"; f.2:gi,k,;, ; 

requi r ing  t h e  dispazcil f:s.3ch;;x ,; ?~c:. 

orders during t h e  sane periaci:!, Q+*:.:."s:; 



March. According to Qwest, c,he FCC hc3; ;;;2 --*-hz-+- %.? .."7 %b* - *  9 5 e c ~ ; " ~ ; ;  

o rders  overlookeci ea r l i e r  perf t>r.n%nc.-. :kr s ,rer c?:--z ; 5s w ;  .:"j 

- BOC' s most recent perf orna~ce has beer; :as: ; .: s:?;l-ry , :;4 5 : i: 

the case with Qwesc's ~ E - P  ~ ~ r f ~ r ~ n ~ ~ g ~ !  ;::z%px- !.'g-* "-- - - = :il + - - - -  tL - 

dispatch orders . mest reror jsd 3 s :,a: e , - ~2 .-TI-:-- - --- - .',BCLSL " 

CLr - .- 2 R 4 a* for analoa loops, 5 t h a t  was -he -;:I:- 3;s;ir-;t> . , x:r 

'+- -- analog loops under MP.-7 ir. t h e  past i ~ e l ~ w  -t-::fhs. q,aEz::. f 2 r , z z m i ~ ~ g  - 

that its per fo rmnce  under t.t:~-'; "-- + - e b ~ : - ' - ;  - .- -" -.-.: % 2 - F Z L t $  

- * . . Business POTS, UNE- P ,  and analoc i , ; p ~ :  ; o . y  pzl-p Lg;il 

and is consistent with chat cf orher @;I:@ :;I$$ k;,~,z;e ~ + : ~ - p ; + ~ ~ > + s  

Section 271 approval. 

c .  AT&T asser';s 8 ' . , ~ : : ~ . 9 5 ~ - i : ~  ; :-tf 

by Qwest that are found C - ;p - p ; f z t ~ ; i :  

in the satisfaction of a CtEZ 'a  I ,  .i.;b: q r  * - i d *  

* b failure by Qwest tc repal: :,hk surs;;+ an ~ c c  2;: 6 1  ~L;ZJ-~:  %; , * ,  

necessitate a second *#.L 
..A .-. 

reduce the level of: CsSctQPr;arc 93% .r:.:."l. w +iku i i;r,; ,&, g:, , %,; " ,,st= i-. ". ',x,.t ";,+ e ,., 

d.  @ ~ ~ ~ $ C o ~ :  a?& Cy;;:a.$j t;c;n!;.eeE-;;j, 

dependent upon Qt.res", 's H.3 i :",;gg:s::~ 

for ensur ing tha: ttroi;blas *,h.~:~?, ehk:axr t~?.* , , v * r .4~ , ,  ;:%:::;$. ::+i.j~,$i,,~. 

will be successfui ly r~rs.;d-~t - . k, +.,. ~ $ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . i  %- .!A -A , , -- . ...: . *,% .&- i, ,p ,L-b 
2. *,% ..., 6, -, ,,'. & :7,,? ::@ 

this is a cieLfic-enf- szg~ :-i:r .e-.,*i-.:; @'-:.ti* * < *-' *' -% % ,s .- '&4 f 



-- -- .- -- e. The Comrr;issror. : lcr te~-  th3: ;;sr,e . : "  -A; -2 

indicated that these particular " 2 ~ :  ~ a ~ ~ s f ;  e.";y-sr:  -**" " T",': 7 -.. - b %. 

- .  
were fatal flaws in terms of accepting t h e  c-;era,.- : F - S =  ; : ~ 2 : ; -  --> . 

I. Issues With No E v e n t s  to observe 20s C x i $ @ r % $ a  

1. KPMG was unable &tesrtj,ile y -  -we:;!;". w : ~ E P  
" 7 ,;, two test criteria, 13.6- J -17 3=d 2% .. i" -* .. .. E?T 
, * - * the ROC OSS t e s t  seetxo:l /L ,6 ,aa;J-.+ . ~ ~ ' i 7 : k  

Returns, Producrisn and D ~ ~ s t ; : i b : ; t z - : r :  ?r;-::?ae.;'- 
t ?  b ,,--,. 11"- Evaluation; one test c r s t ez i~? , .  Z.2-l 4 X e r  --. ...- 

u d,* ' ROC OSS test sectioi: -" L **k%. f < ~ f ~  k2f^iAi 

Provision~ng-ll\fetwotk Des~cr: zeqtes: - , C-i?1, I ~ c ~ : I Y " I ~ .  
and In terconnect ic~: ;  Trunks beY;cw; :3:;c 
criterion, 2 4 . 3 - 9 ,  fo-," ;f7;";,t IDSS s&=-"""'- ,*% a , m * *  : h l b J a  

Account Establishmtszt s;..d Pl:s:t,,&~~r;;g*:;:~ Rct: : t"w;" : a:;5 

one test cr.";keri.or;, 24  + 15'-3 - 4 ,  ; -2 f'. , ' w lir-: 2 i " " %. "' .* 1. ' 
". I -  section 2 4 - 1 0 ,  IS.C~/E:'XL:~G an:4 Lc;s"~-:" ;.?:., c: 

Support Review ~ ~ G & T J S $  t",f'!f.U:-c; ; .  ;TZ pg'*::'-.>- hi- 

a. KPMG was arr351e Z t i  :i$:t.e~~":r; 22: ? e% 9 

criterion 1 9 .  6-1-17 whether 2s ::j:lif r.t-:c.:er;j$ .ie:,:t : ~ ~ s ~ ' - ~ * : - ~  , h x i . l  . ,-* 

according to a defined scheduLe. * -  ; ~ ; ~ ~ . , , - ; Q $ ) g  -d::-$L 
l i  l ). 

s *, verify the existence of the prcxpss,  , r,;-,r%'d,r-c : ,A. i . .,. . .5 b 7,; ::< 

process is performed only when ever:cs reqi.: :::i-; i.~:;:~;:?; 3 0:' 

@t,M,J ,?.. +; " ,  . : taken, and KPMG observed none of ckoae I ,  .. . . 4 e , . G ,  ,* $";y@2 :$*>:; 

unable to observe and tc cle-,~-.: t:;::~ , >I ., 
a - -  

sufficiently robust, or whether tQ6<cst adi.:+?.ri.:g ;,:;: '.;!?> 



- " DUF return requests. 1~ zz'-,erip;%>;s v;lyjl ~ - & - ~ 3 :  ~ T : - ~ ; : S ;  , 3 ~ 1 ~ 2  

through documencation reviews, E.;PXG ird,.r3~ _".. - - . 5_f. I- ' -  - L & ' +  L --t_ - 

existence of the process. - 3~1;:~ . ;;5:1-?=.l~i?~ ; ,P 

performed only when events recp;'e $2jL7k d::t;;x : II. 5:: :3~4'-:1 A Z Q  

U" +> K?MG observed none a£ tnose. s ~ c h  C Y Y ~ T ; ; ~ ~ ,  tcpPfll i  "ME : .:kiit ?<: 

observe and to determir?.l; wir ; s thes  tk.2 p:.rczcsr-: 2g 

- * robust, o r  whether Q w s L  aaaeres L ~ P  ;sratxes. 

C. KPHC w a s  ~ ~ i a k 4 9  2-2 dez-e:r-- &;;? :.?r 

criterion 22- 1- 10 whethex deElneb ~ : c r s s , eea  E ~ F  $$?$ 

~ E R ~ ~ T T ~ " L @ + & & :  y;cpx > ~ y ~ t  in~plernentations =zre adhered XQv"s 

NDR personnel, and docttrse:ar a t  la:; L E P ~ C ~ B  $'~,"u"qz;elc! :$;a: ;WCES~ .irk$ 

not process any com%ertzSaB i'$DR 3 -  - $ :  .:F~:-~:;?T~ '1: 

this test. Thus, KPMC caz;rrte-L de",:t-%; :t% wk*:? 3 ~ ; -  . I-"& - - 
-$*r  + *wg?:- 

adheres r o  t=he process, "~181t12 ,;AX c t r;~~lt31 - ; 2 i~) :k iq l  :x-$ :$ 

techniques.  pi.?^ 2 s .,:ztt~: s;: , t.r it.+;+ ; r ; p  wr.r- 7 ..% em * G % . P ~ ;  - r  

processes s a t , i s f y  ty4r , l s  evalr,r3t i;:;:, "r", ";.?"?;I 

b.  xp!l:s W 5 9 ?  ;:;-x"a~k;i' ? ( r  

, , . . ' '"' ."$: ,:'.("" ,:.:. * ' docunented/stated i nse rca is ,  + ?. .. ,, *. ,.:, .A A , :wi,ei-~s~ 

expc c t e d 1 nt e rva 1 au i 45~ 1 ; ;r;-x $3. f '  .;; 'r : ; - ~ ~ a ; ~ - ~ ~ :  TiiL! ,& :T, 
..n 

; : , , . .*r ,a~:, ,= ,* i t s  Wholesale blab s i ? . ~ .  , , , , y . .., i .L: ,.. + 14+ .  6,- '<,-- ,L+ *,.a.x ti ?"' 7.. 



Management response time ingev-t?%Ls, KGP:G was .3,~3 ;:zt <;k;e ::+> 

monitor any P-CLEC feedback to the Azccsr;>? Tea% based sn  %e 

recently publicized communicatian i n ~ e r u a l s .  

e. KPMG was r;nabBe :GB deCas~:ne fcz ",%sY 

criterion 24.10-3-4 whether t r t i i n l n g  r ep$ :~ee~ tah . . h~~&a  ; s  

defined, documented, and foflower;l". ~ ~ ~ , r t t : ~  = + = - - - - -  u I i ~ L s I l t ~ - - f i  i i r \ + - ~ l : - + - ^  x .wCtLs L . C L ~ ~ * r  

-*-, * - . C for representatives exists and is d~ctinefited, , ? - . t a d ; ;  t.;.32 %B,F &. 3 

verify the existence of QwesZr 's  pracess. S.:zzc titis ~z->:';ros,;@ 24 

performed only when events req.:;r z-e axch arb-  L --- + - ,.+ ,'.L "rTBt9:; 

observed none of those suck efyFe:~ksr a3PLdi ictnn5i,e tcy $b%ar-ag: 

and determine whether or nor Q ~ J . ~ ~ s ;  ai~k~;$f i f  ~6~ F'LGCX % % i -.,*-+ + k" I s i .% . . t .  , %:&+& + 

2. Decision 

a. Tire 2ommxssl3;? ;::js tt;,i.;- : ?:$I" " 1 14LJt t3 , i  ' +? r.2 

P l t  7 - determine" results for these test: - 5:- 2:: :~pn;;t; ,,Jg,,s 

ability to use Qwest's QSS. 

3 .  Discussian 

a. , ,,; ,!.& :**,#,,:+ z q u, According r3  ab;t,$%E:,., .,,.,:, . - ,  b~y&:!:;tz:?: ,;:j, 

designed to rncei-ire/returr; 222 Z~::L:;:;~&~ zl:i~L'~~,*~:~: ;$;:,:2 

correct t;illing n u m p r s ,  an,-J 1fp-"i~,7 ... .-. I , . .L  - ; . ts , r i i *  P .;.... r-.:" 7r.;ira..r.ir-.ri.ii.t a ..... - ..*% ,, ~,G,L-> - . .  d?~ .i. . :L t;'; $1. t:,$+$??+re 

, ,"a. 
, , days to the correct CLEC. 1 n ,  3 ,  1 .  , . r* .. ..r? ; ;  ?.p, i+l . $5 . ?-. . +,~-, F , .+ r L; . $, . 2 ,  .r ;i 

S.8 

conf irmatlon report i n d l z a t i n g  recelp: .:2f i u ~ w ~ ~ > ~ z ~ ~ i ~ ! ~ A  ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ j , ? ~ ~  wpsi::b 

. - provides CLECs with d . a t a ~ i s  : j y  - l * L ~ r - ~ , ~ ~ * .  "$ . .s1  . , ,,, :,:kt,: ; Gsy-! ;-:i 

- .  accepted, re -J ected, or t-iro~rar~ + . - -. "* *,~t+- "" '" L ; : a ,a 4T ?:I," ;L:- s 9 iiiL 'L 

KPMG ver i f i ed  t h e  exiscenc? c ",':ier;s. . Fes~++.syci, a y;*yzy : 



could not evaluate the use of CCtrT: because 3 : i ~ ; t i p  :ha- - s  X: 

CLECs subscribed to chis autsn;ar.ed gniro?iet.;sr Nes t ,  z2L&c: 5k3: 

Z-r +- i EPC, in its role as P-CLEC, conf~:*rned &is: ,,a._s a:.? c32351,~-5 t? 

using CCUR to return usage records t z  Qw-ei:. 

"'7 " b. According to QWSSZ, ;,,aCs i ; ~ j l : ~  4 % ~  ~ L ~ L s : - z . ~ ~ z  

to address incorrect usage sent 831 h e  %',;Fl ~ M C E S L  +-. r-i-ii ,-.-, v i r l ~ ~  - ?  

Service Del i v e q  Coordinator {SDC) persalrlrzai k 4 : :  L t ,> 

specific CLECs, to haniile anrjL d x r e c t  CLE: kt : L t:;;~- FT ;;7%cc.f 

requests or concerns. KPMG verxf~eci 'Lks cx:r:t*.zr:i- tP:;r?- 

process and found that Qwests "saz -,sf Ied2- t k-;.f t e % k  or ; z - f e c - i ~ ~ n  

(19. 6-1-18) . Qwest argues that tke  "ur~sk;\ le  ",:, det.e:.n::;e'' & - ; 8 ~ :  ti$: 

of test criteria L9.6-1-7,7 aa îc; ' ,9L5.-:d=ifi:*',:.: pz{ i4d+c~a*  ~ t - ~ ; : :  

Con~misslon from finding ttiatl. Qwes: ~ S S  ds pIL,'pzr6'rz i.~bt 3 ,xb+~:~"~ : ix :c  

process for adjusting usage, and " L + - -  r i . t i L ~ = b  ;ILVtllPI~,+At2f.: -,-+1 + w;: ? L  :F 

c. Qwest  kras na: :tam:.; tz 'pzL:rc:e:s$t i,l:t2t ? ; ' : E F k i  1.:; r;;:.tp 

< $  L; r p-. ' course of the tes', . 'r:?P1.Z1 s f :ri.Cjj,In%?~ Cc>mi;1;39:.E ii':, 2; 2;hj~-x-~~ .X n, - 

world experience. Bezaast., ::kt; -rcee:~s P t;+p :.:c$ t t y ; s. :a?:g;i i L L '  - . + b T  L ' * :I*: 

new e n t r a n t s ,  Qwest >;&s n a t  ~3fzp16':,e'.": d;:)<:2i?,; if;4 !.!b+: $ -+:.* * ; d V  1 t 

9'3f T T . + ~  : , p o ; x l i l  ,~:-de.,-z 22;+:65 :',st; : * * G ,  q; :-**b: ,:% 

- 13 sabmitted i;y an ~ ~ q ~ a , : , ; ~ ~  d:,3 ::i-= * r . 3  ... * . - ,a 

which n ~ g o t i a t i o r i s  i 1 ~ 2  T ~ ; F - J c * P > ~ ; ~ > ~ ~  -c_ _ n , P: :ti 

- -  ' ' f l  r , * t , b - a  the scaeus  of test C I L ~ ~ S ~ O ; :  L$- - .. L, ,r , , -  $,+: ::t :;:I:: I:: ? ? 

of a find~ng of 5 271 zcm2l~ance. 



d. Qwest has established a C r c r =  lT- S.X.T, +&e. ,.tr---::ris r.r7 -< - L -"ST % *.. 

feedback mechanism for CLECs ro meet w i t h  the  er~:ce 8anfigsi:ci;: 

teams. Through this comprehensive fe~edback ~et I ' iaz ; s~~ ,  Qwes: 

documents meeting minutes and actioz items, acd rratks a22 

reports any issues that may  arise. KPNG tio",ed 12 the 2,"'8~-5t 

Final Report that Qwest had updated i t s  pmcess $3~- ~cCax:::t T e a 3  

members regularly to obtain feedback k ~ r n  c2LECs d B ~ i i t .  t r ' r % x L  

ability timely to respond to customer calls. F r  K??gG 

noted that Qwest had updated its Service ManagenleB: Isao+.c 

database that tracks the status of i s suea  for ti&C ciiaeoi?ter.s an:% 

also published revised incesvals on its Wkulesale ~ ~ ~ b l s i ~ & L  

Qwest argues that, in light of ehesle de%*eiop~e:$tc, KP?tfGis 

designation of test criterion 24.3-9 aa "iinsbkt* t;i dateirli::i?** 

should not preclude a finding by this Cam;as:o:~ ci~at:  Q ~ w t  bas 

met the requirements of § 2 7 3 .  

e . According to Q"u~esc. KPMG *?or;.c.' $ ueh - t i  tha t  2, e 

was "unable to determine" whether Qwest L u L i c w i ;  igz: t" rck L E I L T ; ~  

procedures because, as represcnrativccr are t x - . +  bhrd s n l  d d  

needed, no such t ra ir . ino processes :oak p i a c c  r iur  ;:v-j : cuar . 

f . The Corr\rr,iziss, on  a~k:l,ll;twt$:d;tt'~z; i ~ A L  - 

no ac~ivity for KPKG ;o obserx-e during t i l e  I :  I r ;  w?. 
,. * note thar C i E C s  did noc i lLr  : ;  t 1  % I  on ,b~;~y ,.,.: 

these ~ e s ' c  criteria. Tknrefcr*il;, se C ~ ~ Z ~ ~ ; : ~  Q*J~;$ : h ; ~ :  t-pp::f: L H'.:!;,~ 

cricer;a are  3f lesser impDr:accc t u  ZLEZs.  



3: - *:-  .. ..,. processes. . it.% .-a 

whether or r,ot, t-he ~ ~ ~ ~ - ; ~ c ~ $ j s  - i.3 

Qwest ?-%e 

analysis techniques, 

conclusively val i & a g f L  Q;h;e~;c ' $7 

balancing processes. 

determine" result for chis 

b. KP?+tG w&$z is.:; 4; 
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L "  - j r F J L ;  H.=*ri;-c~er, since r-ls m y - - -  c , ,&it2z: --- A$, L I * '  -*-' 

r-qpTrB, sllC:h.; zLZtZSZ =Q kpJ." " " ' *# ' "  u".r-c*. . 2-,- S.L.,'". , - A  L"z*,fd: -. - 
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- - *LIE; TroCeSS S-ZZ 2 :.- --"--- e . . 4  ?--: 2 2-- - " " & W  ". - - - 
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+ +  ,a* - 
receive correct b i l l s .  ~~-i,j.c'.;l.y~-;, ;~*f'x; ; 95 -: 6 r , ..: 'fi -3 iY4:. ;-$;* yi ;-- c 

. - 
whether these 'rsills a r e  cai-reisri- E e t ~ a z ~ ! ~  ;>: t h e  - ?- - ;. *: x?i t. i 2 7- 

process, cr because of a$hsre;ye tr> ?.pi=~""s - L z 1 ^ . - _ 6  -1 ? -3 * 

production quality assurance p r d z d ; ~ s e ~ .  TiL.-k~.%.-7i - , - - - , P - . + - ~  ,. g e  h.i.'".~ 

assign an "unable to detc=,inezr rest; i k ft7:; Q w k $ ~ $  ' :; r+iiki+ ;-<\::t.G$: 

its post -production quality assurance pcact:ss - 

c. KPMG was & t ~ 7 3 ; ~  'fs.2~ ?:etz% 

criterion 2 0  . 7 - 1 - 5  whether pror:app incPal::ku: g ~ t ' ~ ; ; r ~ : * ~ ~ ; i ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ $ ~  ko pr+:::$~-*~ 

that payments and adjustments ara apgi  wad i-'k-$_i-:nr$tb:'*'.1 "k T .*t N t :  

ensure that payments and ad] U$S:RI~~.,";.~*; ::I -I-&?$-! k t ~.i, g p~p'  ; ' Li 

interviews with Qwest ~ i i ~ s  -; ~ L L . & ~ E Y C ; ~  1 1  ' : $  $-@-k.c+r5>t't.yf;F: 

. & ,  ";L-$ p Q3+vfi* - personnel, and documentation cc';: ezes rev?:. :k t - - k  $; 

activities associated with c:h.,.r; r ~ . :  . t y F I  s . r T k a . . *  .. .. ,I-kt- ! t i \  

automated systems, rather t k a ~ ;  311 m 4 & n ~ &  1 p~-.':>-::-':;r*~:'~ F .. . t:':, y " i f ,  ; - 2  

impractical for KPMG to de6erm;:h:;" E , ~  i r  ;zr :~r*z::a : r: 

*= sufficiently robust, or whether  5;. ;>st, ~.%=*:::t : -  7 ~ ! i : *  

: $CF:*'-* process, using tradit iona'i. 7 ~ : ~  i : 1 .  . * z t 2  L;s+~;c3 G 
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4t& &,,,,,, .,-; sL&:d ""$ , >;i"; .:;Ley 7: -.@$i;;-c"~ i:: cq$*.lifL*:. 

% - -  
a:? q.T7 i * - : - ' : t s : ' c - -  " + - ' . V "  rjlii rg.q-2; ree*;"sL 3 p y L G- -A; 

&cails art. re=a~sree $2: -x 2 ~ 2 - 1  7.5 := $1 3; --?;: 9 - p$,- 3 " +  ' 
1 "  

in fo ,q iza t i~n  2s revs * t i i h W i  +r;." i i - , k r =  2 - - x i  . ~ P , . ~ ~ ' * ~  7.- b -.  i2 - - ,*:,$- 

t h i s  evaluacian d 0 zse? :*:: ,$ ;% - t2 tp:$ 

.- t imef rame reqiii sements spza  i, ; ed :q- ,.*atz*~. l i  - 

evaluate Qwest's c;1@mp~ra;xcc " W J L Z . ~  :i:c 

process. 

2 .  Decision 

a. 'The g , , % L ~ t k ~ j ,  . ,.. l ._ :+L,r. St* ,.k.cs ; k l  %;; :i " 4- . 

determine1"resuLts f o r  ~ k a s @  ~qz;!; ;;::::;.cc~2g-i~, g;~::;i :=, .& ~ ~ @ ; ~ ~ , ~ , .  

ability to use Qwest's OSS,  

3 .  Discussion 

'- : .- <& .:., a, Qvt e s c 3 . : , . , ' .  - ; , , : :  :: $;,:.a: 

means a negative f igd ing ;  r a & h e f ,  i - tA: ,iy fi;, 3 ~ i  z<zy'\+r JZ-:+L ,., JJT!-,:~-?..- - *  
.C- ' *  ' - +"+. +-; ,:.'..&? 4 ,&<t .;p",:il!,,'& %. . .",... 

that KP1.E caul d g o  r-:a f $,: c 'l; kt$:; :: : .  ; ' $ .? 92 L:x :;%?;, j;t&i:l 4:>z 



* - criterion. Qwest asserts t h a t  f o r  wha; K G  bias aft;.t: 

evaluate-including voluminous supporting dzlcu:nen"iak LC;;--&~ w*-3s 

found to be satisfactory. 

b. Qwest contends that RPMG did cZetler-rnl3c k?i<%* 

Qwest ' s bills are accurate. For the p,a$t seven msnt;h.s. <*iFe$2 

Colorado commercial performance cons i , s t en t ly  has mc"t Qr ex-:t>ebed 

parity with respect to accurate WholesieTe . PLKf &f - & A -  

Qwest argues that the "unable to de te~min r ; "  f o r  test . 2 f r k * t ~ ~ ~ ~ i ;  

L a , k  4 t t . : . ~S  20.7-1-4 does not prevent this Gornmisn~ar ' l   pro^ i l - " * - 4 + p - d  

Qwest complies with Section 271. 

c . Qwest asserts t; hat K&Y,Q' a i ? , x a g ~ ~ , p $ i n ' : ~ ~  h vF 

approach in evaluating Qwest ' s bill prrsctuck ran an'd b L strlb:t",;er; 

processes provides this Commission i t ;  m ~ p d e  ew~det~:::e &A&?- 

these processes are in place and ear: Etanc t is:"i properly, xi\ -1" k. b l i r  

course of its evaluation, KPMG iiit~tiriefrr~ed G'G~cz~: ntrbjace mU-+tkcu 

experts ; reviewed both in~ernal and b X t c ! ~ ' i ~ & 1 .  ,+%w -,.' t',l t- 

documentation; and examined Q w e s t  ' 9 prr~i:6:kkst:si, i;,i.;f~-i lL 

methods and procedilres, orga~t;za:x QFSB'Z chc; tsl: i; . t9ki s i~p&~~r~x-~ -  ;.$I* t 

documentation. Qwest conkencls ttratr. n o k k t ~ t i y  $j:i:;@j:~;%~k$ kpk+J.z: 

'.r"@'tlk :1"4ijh*-.l KPMGJ s findings found Qwest ' s  pracesscss I .  4 

,, ;cz ?'. .k~-i: lkll%- that evidence exists to ~ \ l p p Q T t  a f l i l d ~ n ~  Ci15t ,  Q',7'dtk:*":P 

. - of properly applying p a ~ p e n t s  and ad~luscnetscs t . 1 ~ )  1, t.5: k>::t : ~u 

I .  d. QwesI; coxtends that r l .L5  ; ; S ~ C I ~ K P  h i ,  L C  ';- 

prove in a two-year test that id ~~~;1tpa:i). ~ t % & ~ i t S  E Y L ~  i ~ i i - k  



information for six o r  I S  yea r s -  ,. ! ,$:: p2 ,T,-,& B, , - , f ; $1 .- - - ,. ..' 

!r>.% ,".s *.& *. *.. G.& b. -:.r<.c:G..e ,.::2. y +,2"e7y Act only became possib1e s i x  ye&"" a$G. , . % ?.. i-- ,... txii :~: -- " ,, ..%. 

* .... . 
it possesses bills i ssue ,d  CLzzzs th.z~t t-.s6ilb:rs:il-i! 5(?f;y3<T5 .+E 

far back as 1 9 9 0  anb L59?. +-&&&& d = G ~ ~ p ~  tkq=j: :: :-Y< k7;:>.: 

& L  - L  that the "unable to de:erx:.nem aLTrCLE;t; .i2-f f3T*--  < * - -  - - , , C -  '2 '; ; * > 3 

- ,  - - - .-qT.. A r, ..* mg. 2 0 . 7 - 1 - 9  should not a f f e c t  a t.n:?ti~trg 32;. 5 - .- .+- . hZ.-7.... . . 

for KPMG to conc lude  relatled :e a-:it;:~p y : p g 5 ~ 2 ; : . g r ; ~ 3  Gq ;:?!!-P 

are of lesser i.mporrance to tX,&'28, 

report  specific 

measured results fo r  



for the PID submeasure was nc;c es~a5; l c t~p t j ,  r :_ '*Ar:.3n - 4: ; - "' 

Therefore, these test criteria were ~ ~ ' e a t e c i  as S;ci-,:;;c:st. 2: h 3 s  

the test period, even though standards w e y e  a LC- a;;d -3:-k 

for some of the PID submeasures i FQ-2%' I;* --- .-- -*-  * - - -  . . - - ' zle *:-'Ti,$ 

of the test period, 

2 .  Decision 

a. The Commissian t ~ k ~ s  ::c sit.t;.s:: --+=--;':-Jms,- A .. 1 ..zLx-4 P i  - &I? 

test criteria classified as d~agnos:I.r,, ark3 k w  2 : ~ ~ :  - r r  *-"  $$. t .  - &  

specific results were not reported for tk:~e$e measures. 

3 .  Discussion 

a. Worldcorn an6 Caved assart  that ?Pg 2 ,.. .., -' , !L 

flow- through available to CLEi: ~ r d e r g  d r r e .7~  $-: ~n:pa%-t. s : $-- 

efficiency arid effectiveness of tzow r;r"cie~:a dse %+sstdIcr:t t. 

a& 
;'3,","-*" 

further assert that adequate flaw-t,Lrrciri:$h i~i t*~~.is  Q ~ Z ~ P  EWG rr:2zG~ 

critical as order volumes increase:. 

b.  A i l  sf t h e  test cr;h.~.?rt;~l. p L -  ~ A L -  

test 13, Order Flow- through E->aiuat i ~ : ~ i : ,  r.-Jb,-\:;:-:~ ;t<:;i - 3 3  

diagnostic. The C o m r n l s s ~ ~ r i  ~ ~ A I F U ' B  T!D 2 1 : i  I f ; r1:4 ': ?I*- 

information reported for tf~ese tssr: c m ; e w : : : ~  t;. *L?I+ t:iv~4$J : a  * 2xt: k ' : ; l . b + ~ s  

order flow- through measures (PC- Z A  and ' 2 ;  w z  :"; sp- ;. L t L: 

benchmarks in Tier 2. If thesb: meass'urea ;iff< f ? : ~ :  ::wf., :ti<:;; :*:;.vuv::: 

shall pay into the Special Fund. 

C. so corfirrr,ent.s e S-F' .- ' S ' L : * E "  ,. _ . . +, ; y~?:j " I ; ; ?  c f : :;*. 

-. other diagnostic test critezxa. it:$? ~aranr~al l / . r ;  d l ~ i i ;  .2g1?ri.b-~ ;:I! 



conclusion f ram the information reported1 5sr : h c r ~  >:$;&::- ':*?sA- 

Regarding t h e  d~agr;osc f eec T T L E  y Z i  13 1 5' *rz criteria. I*z.- 

Commission finds t h a t  t h e  ROC 355 iesi me'-. LC:.?Z! 2 f i  $%*a*- 

information was reported for each of ~ h e  U~ar,n.?sfi-: r e r t  

criteria. 

L. Issues With Satisfied Findings lor T8.t Critez?ian 

1. The Commission s a l . i c ~ t a d  ::t?nmer,trs f-"-"- , t 3% 
parries regardillg any 21saar.-ement w ~ i h  n P :a-2 ::io 
of "satisfied" f a r  a t o s e  crite::~ ::x::" - 
a .  AT&T asserts ihai Rest ,:";tarla i h ~ + * ~ ~  i 2 L  

(whether DUF production and d:scr;but ion pr.,,redures tire ;i?&rk/ 

defined) ; 19. 6-1-4 (wheiher DiiF ba la r ic~ng axid Z'E:~,::>;:::J, &-:~r: 

procedures are clearly defined] ; 1 ,  5 { A  i?Lif rc- i t  : tr:: 

and guiding is controlled by d e t ~ n e d  and d:>:u:ii?n::d:l precessso; 

and 19.6-1- 6 (whether DUI: ruxt inr j  &!d Cp;d&;iq c9:;th in-? 

functionality to adequately a d 6 t . e ~ ~  pcnrtiii;r .i;d c~npicred 

senice order activity) warranted a f~:id:w L>: 'act ?;ii,i~$ :+:A" 

instead of the actual finding of "oar~nf: lcd" 

2 .  Decision 

a. The Cammi s9.i fin x s  2tzz r4e:,.a :I,:) tr;;~rr, t;cr : c ~ ' v  !. T-s%, b ::'I J 

4 . -  . , or other actior. for Leer. crlterla 5 . - li' < .  I * $ .  - , . 

and 19.6.1-6. 

26 see Decision No. (202-546, paragra;:h r .@. 8 $ 4 :  . 



3 .  Discussion 

a. AT&T contends that the test hbs no: 

established that Qwest has a mechanism in glace to detece 

problems with the completeness and accuracy of its DDF 

production and distribution processes. Iil support i?f its 

position, AT&T argues that KPMG inappropriately conciuded E h a r  

Qvest setisf ied these test criteria, ancl that Qwes t ' s  repeated 

fail.ure of the DUF retest demonstrates serious problnlrns r ~ i  t fi 

Qwest's DUF production and distribution processes. 

b. The Commission accepts KFiilG's pprrofessloulal, 

judgment in finding these test criteria "sati~fied.~ A l l  

parties agreed to military style (test until it- passes) testing 

for the ROC OSS test. DUF testing was conductad s i x  tames 

before KPMG concluded that Qwest passed. 

I4 CLEC Participation Issues 

1. KPMG d~sclosed irlfoxmatiisn ident~ Eying spec  L E  :e 
test sections that contain conclus~wns tha t  w & r e  
based, in whole or in part, on reprssent;ar:Is.;.,w, 
information, or data obtained Eroitr or pxav;d~sd by 
CLECs which had unfiled, "secret" agreeme1xs w i t h  
Q ~ e s t ~ ~ .  

a. The CLECs advocate that t;he Conrt?issicr; d:::a(; 

making a finding on the ROC OSS test u n t i l  an 1cvest::gstlort carl 

27 See Exhibit 5 ,  KMPG Consult~ng's CLEC P a ~ f  iF:paciF;;: wn;mii;l:y ,3t1d 
E v a l u a t i o n .  



be completed to determine what, if any. lmpac: tiit1 TZ: 'L+:?~GZ !c:z2''I 

agreements had on the ROC OSS test results. 

2 .  Decision 

a. The Commission requirteg ri? i j < 2 L ~ 7 i - - 7  . - -  "7 - L r L  - a 

the impact, if any, of the non-disclo$;ed T , ~  ~.~': ,wFc:.;  

CLECs and Qwest on the ROC OSS test resultz. 

3 .  Discussion 

a, The CLECs canrend c hat ",hr:y :zi% $3 t r ~ ?  Y- 

individually determine if the unf iied agrecmeilcs csai<jkei {;west t*? 

discriminate between CLECs because each CLZC if?-niy has at:6esS t a  

its own Qwest reported performance data and daes n3T: ?t. t i+~i .  Br~;-;,'C2d 

4-r &":R<* to Qwest reported performance data f o r  other ladiv~dual LLSW.-- .  

b. The Commission nares t k t a c  .;'LEc;@ d w  h & ~ -  

access to aggregate CLEC data. In Eacr, , s:drix d$t;e LL? 

public information. A CLEC car, detrearntlrle hs& L ~;li;i d2tL.a 

compares to the aggregate CLEC data. L f  il C!,Llc ha3 d ~ r i r  Lt;t: 

comparison and concluded that the compa r ' i s ~ : ~  s:lq;je:.?h,% t kc 7%- ; ?: 

different treatmer~t by Qwest , then the C&ili>s':l"ci~ 10 h a w  .ht::A 

surely would have - -  plr~serlt~d that I 2 ; ;  "2 ; .: 

proceeding to the Commission. NO CLEC has ~ ~ ' t + ~ ~ t ~ i i t ~ ~ t ~  >h;? t ?-,I:+ 

_I+.* of compari.son inf ormation to i-..h~ C O E ~ ~ ~ G ~ L C ~ .  e f i ~ : , L ~ ~ ~ : : ~ : ~ r  7- .+ \4~  

,.*.C' rr ,."I,%& Commission concludes that the CLECs have * L , , I * .  u * L i . b j i x u  ~ C : - W I Y ~ ~  -j~z:+:. 

information that suggests the unfiied ar;reeze;:t :; SC~~:.~;PYP:~ td!is: 



reac: data. The impact on the integrity of th? tesc was 

negligible, at worst. 

N. D a t a  Reconciliation 

1. Liberty Consulting, upon csrnpfeting daca 
reconciliation that compared CLEC-collected 45at.a 
to Qwest-collected data, concluded thhat Q d e s t f ~  - , *  
performance reporting accurately and rek lsc.ij2* 
reports Qwestrs actual perf~rmance. 

a. Liberty Consulting perf orm-zd  daEa 

xecwnciliacion and issued separate reports for A r l z x : a ,  

Cularado, Nebraska, Washington, Oregon, Minnesota, and Uta5. 

a. The Commission agrees with L,~52=rr;.y 

Cuns~alting's conclusion that Qwest accuzately and reliably- 

reports actual performance data and results. 

3 .  Discussion 

a. Colorado held proceedings regaxding c!ct:a 

reconciliation on February 5, 2002 and continued on Pebsuary  14, 

2 0 0 2 .  In addition, the Commission allowed partres t c s  addrcss  

data reconciliation on June 12, 2002 during its f i n a l .  en $ar;c 

proceeding. During its proceedings the Cornmissxon dsd nat 

receive any evidence that would lead us not to b e l i e v e  :he 

conclusions made by Liberty Consulting. 



U. Overall Commission Finding on the ROC OSS Test 

1. Decision 

a. The Commission finds, through the ROC OSS 

test  and commercial performance data, that Qwest has 

denionst rated that its operation support systems are 

aperetionally ready, except for the potential for hurr~arr e r r c r .  

?'aki~?g into consideration the requirement placed nil Qwest t r :  

develop and include in the CPAP a performance measure for Manuai 

Service Order Accuracy, the Commission concludes t h a t  the ROC 

OBS test is sufficient for demonstrating Qwest's compliance with 

' 5  271. 

2 .  Discussion 

a. During the en banc workshop, parties were 

given the opportunity to indicate if anything was missing from 

t h e  ROC OSS test. No party stated to this Commission that t.he 

ROC OSS test was missing anything or was deficient in any 

rnarillc r , 

X X .  C W G E  W A G E M E m  PLAN (CMP) --- ISSUES 

1. In evaluating RBOC change management. plans tinder 

Checklist Item 2 of § 271, the FCC has relied on the  followirig 

f act;r~rs: (1) thac information relating to the change management: 

pracess is clearly organized and readily accessible to competing 

carrrxers; ( 2 )  that competing carriers had substancia1 Input ;n 



r ke  design and continued operation of the change management 

process; 13)  that the change management plan defines a procedure 

for the tirnely resolution of change management disputes: 141 the 

availability of a stable testing environment thac mirrors 

:kroduction; and (5) t.he efficacy of the docamentation the RBOC 

makes avai.lable for the purpose of b'uilding an electronic 

qaccway. The FCC has also examined two additional factors: 

whether- an RBOC has demonstrated a "pattern of complianceu with 

~ t s  own change management plan and whether it has provided 

adequate technicai assistance to CLECs in using the RBOC1s OSS. 

2. In July 2001, Qwest and CLEC representarives 

I3egan meeting in a collaborative effort to redesign its change 

management procedures. CLEC and Qwest representatives, together 

wirh the Colorado Commission Staff, have met for more than 45 

days over the past 11 months to discuss every aspect of QwescFs 

CMP . CLECs and Qwest have made every effort to sch~eve 

i:-:j:%nsensus. Only one item was brought to this Commisslcn 3:1 

rrnpa s ~ e  . 

3 .  The cLEC/~west redesign team agreed to b e g ~ n  u;th 

OUF Issue 2233, versi-on al vl, as a starting point for 

iii:gotiatlng the redesigned CMP. To date, virtually all the OBF 

document has been discussed and base-lined, as reflected in 

Exh5bi.t G to the SGAT. The only discussion chat has not been 

completed by the redesign group is the voting process for t he  



2 G  Southwestern Bell Communications Services, Inc. d f b / a  Sauthr*'es&ern 
i fell  Long Distance Pursuant to Section 272 of the Teleconn?un:catlor;s rlcr aE 
2996 To Provide In-Region, I n t e r L A T A  Services In Texas, CC Docket Na. ClQ-65, 
Memorandurn and Opinion Order, FCC 00-238 (rel. June 3 0 ,  2OOol ("Pe;sczs 271 
O r d e r w ) ,  at 117. 
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CMP. The face-to-face redesign meetings have ericied, and onL.ir aci 

h o r  con£ erence calls remain. 

4. Once the redesign team reached agreement, <west 

implemented the agreement as soon as practicable. D u r ~ n g  tlhe 

redesigri meetings, Qwest and CLECs agreed to a process for 

Qwesk's implementation of redesign agrteements that incLuded 

Owcut's presentation of the agreements to the broader C t E C  w ~ r l d  

Sf: the monthly CMP meeting prior to implementation. From t h e  

time that process was agreed to, Qwest first presented 

agreements reached through the redesign effort to the CLBCs at 

Clie  monthly meetings be£ ore implementing them. The redesign 

t-.t;ain agreed that, upon completion of the redesign process, the 

parties would have the opportunity to revisit any part ot" t h e  

redesigned plan in light of the whole. The FCC has recoqndzed 

that the change management process is evoXutiol~ary,  by 

definition: 

We do not expect any change management p1ar-t to remain 
static. Rather, a key component of an effective 
change management process is the existence of a forum 
in which both competing carriers and the BOC can work 
collaboratively to improve the method by which changes 
to the BOC1s OSS are irn~lernented.~" 



5. In the ROC OSS test, Test 23 focused o:i Change 

Management. The Change Management Test evaluated West ' s change 

management process used by CLECs engaged in the Qwest-CLEC 

business relationship. The test tried to deternine the adequac*f 

and completeness of procedures for developing, publicizing, 

evaluating, and implementing changes to Qwest's Wholesale OSS 

interfaces and business processes. The test also focused on tho 

tracking mechanisms of proposed changes and adherence to 

established change management  interval^.'^ KPMG referenced 48  

test criteria for Test 23. Of these 48, KPMG found 7 to be 

"unable to determine." 

6. Closely related to Test 23 and thc CMP 19 Test 

24.6. Test 24.6 evaluated Qwestfs QSS Interface development. 

This test evaluated Qwest's dccumcntatiotn, specifications, and 

support provided to CLECs in developing, providing, and 

maintaining OSS interfaces for pre-ordering, ordering, 

maintenance and repair, and billing. This test also included an 

assessment of Qwest ' s capacity management and growth p l a n n i r ~ g  

processes. KPMG identified 30  test criteria for Test 24 - 6 .  Of 

these 30, RPMG found two to be "nor satisfied." 

7 .  We address each of the 'unable to decerrninc' acd 
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"not satisfied" criteria individually. 

A, Teak Criterion 23-1-7: Tracking of Infarmation 
(Systems) 

1. KPMG found this criterion, 2 3 - 1 - 7 ,  "unzrble C o  
determine." This criterion relates to the 
evaluation of whether the procedures and systems 
are in place to track information such as 
descriptions of proposed changes, key 
notification dates, and changes status. Th is  
criterion correlates with Exceptian 3110, 

a. KPMG was unable to validate tlze pr;acedures 

and systems for tracking release documentation requxrements' 

b. Qwest uses a Microsoft Access dat-abase to 

track Qwest- and CLEC-initiated Systems Change Requests (CRs! . 

Tlie interactive status report generated from this database 'is 

available on the CMP Web site, and is included in the monthly 

CMP distribution package. 

c. The draft "LMP document specifies char+ Qwest 

will provide CLECs with a list of changes scheduled fox 

implementation in an upcoming software re1 ease. Qwest provz$es 

CLECs with release documentation requirements in accardance with 

the intervals in the draft CMP document. I f Qwes t determirzf;3~s 

that lt wiil not be able to implement a CR as scheduled,  Qwe,$j t  

~ $ 1 1  discuss options at the next mont-hiy CMP mee'iing. KPMG was 

n o t  able to verify Qwest's cornpli.ance with the c c ~ m p l e c e  

notification processes. 



d. During testing, 1CPIv;G identified ci-:at: Qwesr 

lacked proper tools to track notifications, and to ensure t,i:at 

information was distributed to CLECs ill accordance w l ~ f ?  t : ~  

in~ervals specified in the draft CM? aiocument . KPES ISSU~C? 

Exception 3110. 

e . Qwest subsequently provided KPEG wrth 

documents describing Qwest's internal procedures that ind;viBuaf 

software release teams use to comply uritlh GNP requiretntkrrts. 

However, Qwest confirmed that change managemenc s t a f f  drd nalzt 

have a centralized mechanism to t r a c k  and enstire* t h a t  

documentation release intervals for ail upcoming software 

releases were followed. Although the dcacurnentac.iir~ prsvrbed 

sufficient evidence that tracking procedures ex i~se ,  2 he 

information was not sufficient for KPMG to det:ernine t h a t  Qwese 

adheres to the documented process. 

f. KPMG closed Exception 3110 as ~nconclusive. 

2 .  Decision 

a. PO-16 in the. CPAP, C O V B ~ S  the timelirlcrss 3 k  

the initial release notifications and s u h s e q u e x ~  release 

notifications. This PID has a 100 percent sta:lditrd artd c ~ l c r i C : t :  

a $200 per day penalty for the ~ n i t i a l  nu;iEieuxc~an i:it~c c,lai;~e 

missed and a $50 per day penalty far subsequent notificatraa due? 

date missed. Qwest has demonstrated thal: 2'; ha3  nice thesr. 

release timelines for two of the last six rnsnchs C w r t h  ;x:~:~r,.'r;t:~x 



two with no notif icat lo13s is.. *.'? iL,i:i '. * C " " - . -  i LC*-:$ ?'<:~+.., . , & &  , : j " C jl.,:,? 

and notificatio~ t;imefzames ; , ~ ~ e a h t - : ?  I& $i;z+:.:';fzq$ .. s:>:;, $g;<  

to by t h e  redesigfi teami i n  r ' - ~ .  ... A : - .  c ~ W ?  & ; 3 < ~ + c : 2 ~ ~ ~ ; ; ~ .  

b. BcatlRk? " " .i " ".," ';; ..," "".;<:'.,+" ; " :...",+" " ::. A,"' :" .- 
L&;.-L> 62: .':,. ~ 3 S < 3 . & ~ L : Z ; ~ , - : ~ ~ z , ,  ,a,:? ., ~ ~ - : , ~ ~ . . . : ~ : ~ ? ~ ~ k : p ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  $::,. 

* .  CPAP and, because Z ~ P _  ~ ; ~ , ~ ~ ~ , ~ , q f 1  c,<?.p~~ .~~&,:-.~.ir',,.;'~ #. '._ ..: i - - -  <i:.~;.t i.. zq : .+ ' " . - *+: '  ..-& -r2+ S; +.'>" 

, , 5 . .  * ' . identified the xeJ.essr; r t ~ g i f j , ~ a ~ ~ ~ 3 ~  i;+e~;&~-:r:&'i~r ~3 L..!-l.ii- $ , $ z I ~  

$-, . ,. - "unable t-0 d e t ~ , m i , n ~ "  y e ~ ~ l c  f ;  E , Q : ~ ~ ~  a : e d f  >:;;-4F:i5;;iL?.;: ..-*,.:? :~,.;.3t; 

impact the CLECs &hi li ~ 5 ;  to reCe,:LuF_l re :,c,jb,%.E~ f :.$z23y: $;r1~i,E3 %I'i ,$ 

,. , 
timely manner, an$ f o x  chose t;e 1$&36 3 2 . 1 :  egt;c$a@& , ‘  3 Ir;.?'iIt.g<&@~l$ ,. .,.. 

internally as well as Q; i&$~k*% LC$$> ~~11-k: ~ ; i f $ ? *  

3 .  Di~ruasEsa  

,. .i 

2 - s t i%t  gs r,,$.;x 11: 2:gfi ;$.<:>+!? 2-a ;. k, ~zi.2 ,. c.. 

percent compliance - ;i&5$3 : i~~>$p~5 ,%.z3~1 ,~ .3~$~g , , .  $4i;-.$.@ ~ ' . L : c ,  , + ii>w- = ti:!? 

$< (; p,,y: PC .< :;- - kl; d &. 2.. F ;:, point  , Qwest has ai;ihp,"ed &a 2,Qi;i g r . @ ' $ : ~ ! , g $ g >  fz 7.y/!i+:: .:,ii?.&? .4. r!,z:7. ,,, i: ,:% ;,,: - .,,, 

., c, release documenl;at,iC>!: in't;s~\ri%,$ , . , ;  &;$it: 

. . 
reached thus fSr , [,W ; z , ~  1.'. b am 3 gfi ., ,, %L - i i i v - f i  t,., row >?.P *1. : : ~ > : < + ~ - i a - '  .,, . e tc * .  *+, ;, . :.k . ;zZe z c.2 1 $>$$: M j  ::, ,. i~; . . 

success i n  a d h e r i , ~ ~  ;:a rbe .r:g;r;~:~%* ,";;2~:f.:;;;:.a.~;,~:" j;$:\r.~:$:?.~$%$,. , . s ; % s ~  ,, . 

. .? (,> 
f b** ,c,"r;.;: w +.: & & .,74 t h e  sub j e ~ t  of th l r ,  ~ x : " ~ ~ . ~ ~  p @fl _i ,i i.....: . ,.y,.s :i.i:~,..- .., : ,4r  .k.\a ,,(,, Q!gy+9 2: '  3 

tracking and 7~es-f i,cat;,oi; p ~ ~ ~ ~ : < , ~ ~ ~ i ~ . c $ :  + > t t r  ::&j;.k%.;ff::$ir$r. 

b. F f s  . ;. t:, :: a " .J; iW*?? ..v,> " ' ?l"- z:, -: tTt,f $ T, et $ $ t 

f u r t h e r  &ha$ Qwegt ; ;  $;+;>+*re ! rs&E?;;;f$i4,t'% 

procedure f o r  mese nszb :::::atiafis. . . , : i. ;;: *,...% ;-.-/: .. ':,. ,.. ,.,,<<:; ,* *,<;&;2:@!.,::' 

resp~n5ible f qgg*c , '  , < , -  ~2 : , a & :  '>t4', '2'i. -'. ' 

communicates t t l . i  t!-; , !C;ktE' hi? F';)~$>,!,J ;':i? 



d-. . 4% -"* timely "mailing" of i n i r k 3 1  s:26 .- 
L L k S P  --piez: $ ?zL * 4- 3- ;: P 

notifications. 

Q w e s t  s t a t , u s  ;&a 7-m *;r*-.*a -,his.r*-, C. - %. . rZ:%Tt--CC.. 

- *- coupled with its success in adhc~:cq :?: :,;kg> %+%;my ~2:. ~5 : I : ~ ? -  ;.?== 

intervals chat are the sub~ecr. sf ",xea~t;ur; 3115, :4e~c>ii,&t;"&ltt-c~- 

that Qwest ' s tracking and verl f zca 2 ?:I p2.::t'c&+.t;'Qf; Br i i "  .i;ch;;.:+%: a 

d. Thg Jo i 3 t CLE 2s {AT &T ,, %_" r ; .,$C.~{,E J :la ,r: >tr*s 3 

s t a t e  in their April 3 ,  2002 3; C.2nn.p ? + z ~  ?ha! 

Exception 3111 was opened on 3anlu;ar-y 33 + t C : V 2 ,  af Tz;: k?k~k:r:-~ar;aC 

3067 was converted to arr ezze??; s ~ : : ~  t i t  seed ai\i%L 2=.-at 

Systems CMP laclcs guidelines for grxor; trnxn j ngid L % < > ~ s ~ T ~ P Z \ ?  ;%%t 

CLEC-initiated systems (72s ar~d tk3c  cr.i r.vtd: n , 3 2 3  ;.:-,..: ~.%t.t::i~d t :?: 

developing the scope of an 0ii5 ::,:slf,2;~ P.r?~r):~t ? k " t ~ i t " : h . $ ~  

Because KPMG closed this excephzi- i  as: tr4iCQnt 2 re;& s " t ' r i * ,  2, hc $.#? kxkt 

CLEC assert this clearly reveals ei p:~ri:$bL@$n "di,:?, J$;ii.le,gf' ' B ~ " 1 2  3 5 ; ; f  

CPJIP and neitner t h i s  Cornmlssis:1 r ; ~ l '  t ko F."lt'>: 5:;:s:: ? +>: I i e - ~  : h * t i 2  

t h a t  Qwest fails t 3  a d h e r e  i C $ ;  tzN&c j>2'r>':-Yi;: ~ : r d  ";>up ",;;*. 

,, i: E:".'"" -'"; ;"".'*"' ' process is, as yet, nor adeqzate ts a:se:: 2 F ""' 1 *i -2 

r e q u i r e d  for approval . 

" i , .  ," . a .,?A 9 - 8  e .  111 addj.t:kar:, . ,;:.it . , ,, 2 L, \%-:I 

comments on the OSS Zeszr. report: , :~:?:~Q~LL:-T <:It%F', :Y-, ,.;I:~:I** '. ,7 ir; ;b ; 

".* F, I n  their comments, the t . & i l : F j ~  Bcti te ~Ziz i :  :' : y d  5 s d * 2 * ~ ~ * r ~ { v f 7 , ~ ~  e r r  'a- 

accept Qwest's CMP as compliant, i 2  3iici i  ? i i t . =  -2:. f:$'?4?m: 



Liberty, through PO- 16, 

present compliance. 

f .  AS sratuid , w e  f;,;;:2 ;:;it* ;;"?c ;3r";93~"5 

milestones relating to a s s f ~ t l ; a s c  :-elease k;'~ 5xI:.;h~", i- i- * k i ,  

, . 
SGAT, are sufficient . , 

, * i ..L , Z.& * * * 8 .  i;, . =>& a , ,  t ;:flli"" - ; =-., 7 ." :* 5. "t-"j 8 z<::s 2 i "i:i k .. .;:? LA, . t i , ,&  k 

"unable to decemine" r+rouid hayE! been c h a ~ : ~ ~ ~ <  ..:3:G?.f.k??$ .i $ 

-.>- both west and ~ h e  CLECs and tj-lerr bakg;.lsip:t:~> E-F i a? ~':':lL%hi~ n u8f  

t."",i ..,-.a 1 L y .  -.re- w.y-. ROC OSS test had to ~ ~ ~ 1 ~ f i f d e  ;'3t 3 2 ~ ~  ~ i - j i : i t  , kd15z : -1&  ., LY-'. 2 i;. :.,'g. 

timing was such that rhe Ci.:p 1 . 4 3  33:. :.iic:i + :  1,: 

,,P-+.;G hit:-/ e':ls. .:ppi>~-t~:::"";~ Since the canclusion 0 5  che z e a t ,  w- i ' - 3  

gather additional perfcxrxince i-,a'ar.ilrc-?r+:i: r a:;$ ? L :-:$% - ~ i g ~ i ~ - - $  - - 

lead us to our ccinclusior": s t a t e d  i+tr*":ij:r+&- 

W. Test Crit3rian 2 3 -k- 8 : P;s~.iorie%z4%~:~i4'3$=$ .z&:"n .d,J@*8@;6%-iL~:4 

Coding {Systcsnw) 



prioritiaatlon process. .Ft pr:or:;tl z a t  2 : ~ : :  :*::re ; 5 QtZ?.:~:,-~: 1I;-> 

the available capacity of ~;;~-~-~~~~~ #r ~~~;~ ~ ; ; * s G ~ ~ > ; ~ ; - ' . ~ ~ '  

A - ,+3 .-. '.:-*- p- ,". z- release is unable to accommsSa"; : z i A  ;::r~~;i;:~d:n.2 ..;=% & -  :>;L? 

CLECs jointly rank 'ihe p~10r1.r) '  2: L?q~~e$3:,- 3r+.L 3 fz --. - -- A - ..* 2d - ;-% 2-79 $ 

CRs for that part.j.cular ssf ewaxe releas? b>+ $A;;: zc z . i-- i-~Fr ;:a; ;Y+-: 

evaluation method. 

b - R e g d a t w y  an:$ ~fi3;js:~ ::;< 7 . :  t '.::J~~..~FF 

-.,, <s>c-,% . - - are not subject to the P E I ~ Z L ~ I Z L T ~ - ~ Z T :  ~ ; - S : ~ C : > S ~  t r r ,  . - -  b;t r 

Change Request Process allil*.s Q d ~ s t  a:' J T  t ,-& 2 &+.  S t  * L - .  % * t i .  : * - v * - , r 

-k - sponsor a CR and bypass the ~rzcr: t :zae r ~ i r :  "-x-:si;rr.9:: t -  ti^: -' 

falls out of the prioritiza~Fon pr12resss 



. , . A S .  implemefitat_ion of four <>f !-be.:#r:, .i I *  -. __ ..> ;,-.xs -.-- = : : t%" s : <.?i 

objections . 

C , .  "fi;e .. %,,* ,-, izJ* 1 =A .- A*., t. 1 - zsc~&, ,&<dL j ,  s* * 4 +.. t<;,;% ?:st.;& ;z.>,,?" + f i v i =  .!L-T.~*"..~' -. as - , ,.,: +%;is ,:* ;, L? .*2 

. - - & .  -~~ . first time that the process f : ~ , : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 2 3 ~  ~ ~ ~ 2 2  ,,:~:;:;~?c~,t. ::>,,$ c;:gL $&:;;!~;,&,2..;!$>;; .,, - 

options. A f t e r  the i n i c i f i  ~ o r ~ s ; ~ , ~ f z + ~ ~ . ; ~ ~ j i : ~  f idR..Ji~I; .  ; f 7 + , . = , ~ d .  P,.:..~... $is,$ ~.;i':-&<' - *,- T~ ,- %. z?;i ~ , . ' . , . - -  

Qwest IT personzei pe,rf .d~?r,% 2 eel., ; .  Q:$ w4+e ;;%.g 

prioritized CRs, and r e r ~ ~ ~ a ~ : ~ ~ + j  t-b5at, tep:.aif; :::?=:> - .i- , ._ t:;2 i:ff>,3:,'pit+nk,l?tie ... :..,. 

together so t hac  Owest f~ *ttrt:$,d i"_.;>.';;:; g,;3,<titl(3$. t,,;?;?~:~ 
4 

- a identified sysgerfi atld. f tknct ~ 9 3 3 , ~  ae,aeri~a~qc, + -si : . . - Y - ~ -  Y.--;. 

f . Q Q ~  j 3, ir2.f *' 3 ,?*&+j * T<>$> *,:*! '+ : *&..m,=z*- , : i,: . ii * BL %+. f :: " 

recommended CR packaging apt i t 3 3 3 ~  ,, L%m:< c:&~;$+&<-;;.~.~$ .&$QC$:&~S$~ e t.J3 q ,. 3: g: i:~ 

. . decide which Cg pa~,-k;r.gizg 3 $ 3 , .  ~,$~~;;i~~-~:"~:~, . c~ . :2tk+ 

upcoming so£ tware release 

9 ' ... ,.. KPxG. rac~%%,i  -.- ze$j & . g2gf? ;G7;; .k;;j-g: g. e, $ $3 c ,&#+~g. fis$. 

IMA 10 . 0 , and I $+'& 2 1 , 0 , ~ ~ : 3 k  &I~.?% ?,&.qj ,f; Qg!e 5t.t;. ,& 3:;$ tjFie%7;;g+, ~6 p,e i$=r 

p impasse aver the de 3 i $,?-Q i: ;?3%::'$7& 1,d t?, { ~ I , > ~ F  : ~ ; ~ ~ - i . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ $ -  :,J&,% :,, ,. ,+$:,?:, 

conducted CR ranking for  7;9& l .2  , a  k.3. F-&h~:~:~dr!,:" ,i.fiss 2 xi<&sLj! 

two PID/ PAP - re1 ated CBs ms s:eq~,; k,;rb~~.r j l ;  :2~;~3,~~:~,Tz;~,1~: c,,.y+-.i; ,,$. 

objections. This . d.ec,:.d.g:@ c:>rs >.$;g:g,l;:;,r ;,,i:+ 

... . >,'+ .,-& Fr ? i4 ">'" - regulatory changes should ex.aM:,.,.zis.,,, c'i!,a81 r..~32~~r~-T,il,t,f::~:H . : : $ . a . ~ t i ~ . ; . ; ~ ~ s i ~ ~ ~ :  

h - a~le  fs<;:- t;.j+c; 5 ID i' ?,A k:, ,. 22 -- 9. -. i"F"'b~il:f;.i.l - . ,.- e ", ,,# &.# 1, .. get$@:,; :&;;* , ).. ~g _ 

to obseme ?-be prk ~ , r i  t i 33% j.g>rr 1;> f $Q 3 . : s . .o,, i %... ,... . ..,. .i n . f z ~  

accordance wi f-h t h e  ;3;>r<r'" 4 . 'rt*"". $2- + %, ibsZ . a ,4 -~-.-r~;:.-~ k,.f %. .,.: 5:. :%. +;?. @ 1.5 c;.g -:; 23 t., rl ,k$ ,z;x;g v;: %, ic; $: 

Commission decision oz the itcpassa f :$s::zp, 



i . During Z e s t . 1 ~ 5 ,  ;dcr,:.s< 2 ~ 2  ': E ' ; R ~  -I;.w$-FE 

-.r *_ * . ,  -.Zllt- -;.L:-;"2:Y 3 Systems CMP lacked guidelines far px";or :." A --. 

- , - -  system CRs, and crlte.;ra far p : :  : :  r:f a;- .,*,ex 

Interface Release Package. KPP!S 1 zsi;ed 2~1rer-~t  ;23 3 ; h L 

. Q'dest subsegzler.,r,ly s;p:i3fled 3s-f t: Z~I?? 

? *-- documenr, to state that Qwest prsi.55es C",Et:=,":8 xi%. ;,,I:, a:;-$ ::cls-3.-.:~ 

es<<>,Lt..-& .,:?:;:-i.r-2 t&CT capacity information, in t.eras e7f p3.esY.I'JZ;1 4'1-,*--i--- 

prioritization process. In abdi:: LOX:, @YI?:?s t ~ C T F  h~"ye2  ;;I: rf 3 .3  ; 

Me tkods and Procedures (M&i- ls  f tor ;.he pr:Laic; t ; ~ ~ x t  5 3i1 C$zaef:S-?, 

k. KPMG re*:2.zw& x-e !, y* tV4x c ", " 7" \ '."ie3 3; > * & .  % t %  

1 - i  '- documentation, a d  verlf led ~ n K o r ~ a  t -,an 2 : :  - <t<esb -; L"i,-; 

discussions in the CMP Redes ig;i k :~:;tr:~;=,a: at25 : :> - :Lb,% Y e: g '"a,?,., " .t 

"-?-:. ,.- * . p4 ? .- ohsewed that Q w e s t  and CLSCC hsd r :  E in.% T ; ~ ; v d  s? rsi.*-,-.- - * - . u ' P ,  

about the prioritization process 5cfrdce: pr:oz-:it i z,ar %+hi t ;.a- vz&T4k 

Release 3.0 . 0 occurred , KPMG was t'ra:. nbf e ei2 @v,r l t:,%'t; P p;:li\t=* $E:':~I~M 

, , , 1 I k 4 i 3 >i to the process d u r r n g  tf;is gest',, a t ~ d  C;Z~OB~:-,:~  EX^.'*>"" 

inconclusive. 

1. LsurlrJg te.c;ra,,sa",lz, KP=: d:*ir~rn,<,.i,t;;hv ;t&:, 'sit,:;-,t:, i  : , ? ; a t  

Qwest did not publish the dpf  2~:s t irrcj thi;,, 1 $2fi:+*c-v~ j . 4 ~ ;  *.f -tt +:,t 

ide~tified dl;rlrlg rhe lxceroir"ra>:: ! :t;,f , ta>:a c , * ~ $ '  6rlf3; 

portion of t he  ED1 p pr~>;:a~:,:::, I;;! * s - ~ L  + &j-xrt ,  . ' I  * 

Y assigned severity rankings to 3 %  iBr$iXB:S 7~t;tqkk8?$$ ; $ X T J ~ J ~  ,, t r9T  

CLECs, In response,  west exte!zdt:c$ {:ir:;:t:~nr, LC.:: ta,.j;'>:r:+h: i:lr\;Q.;, * ~ ; ; r :  



i - , i r z  d 3 " s  to include the 30-day testrng wsfi2rx * r  - " " - - *  

implementation process. This Issue was s:ii:seq:;ezz c i : 5 ~ ~ $ .  

2 .  Decision 

a. Qwest and :he iZ?,,ECs h a w  3cifi"Ly pn::";;2;;ceei 

two IMA releases, with the third n~.ra:=:rrz:>e;tan ZQ Eakk " ,A;+? ix 

mid- July. The only process dl f Ee1,--er;~e :,;: %?EST $X~CGEI;C" ; ~ ~ ~ 2 2  L l:i:;.l: 

was the resolution of th=. PIDJPAC; Chsr:z~;.c:. - ze:~:_ips~ z~;x1!~S . i -3  1 $$:ZL;F 

This Commission orderec! that tlhe~e g - ;:t?t .-,?*lC u- AAaAd- - +r*--5- 1s 

regulatory changes, but rather, beg~r:nxng w t r  h IF?$% 2 - t T  i%ae:e 

be prioritized with the ather CZs. We d,l- ;mt s-c~ ti-krs h r r ~ s t b : ~ : :  

difference to the process as a reason t.0 kpci;?3Li;:' ~ W P G T ~  1" 33 5 ; ~ t h ~ e : -  

demonstration of ccmpliance. 

3 . Discussion 

a . mest has skateci ;,!l I k s  d~smi'w;:.t. n 2 :  LC- f: 

ri-- Change Management Process t a t  Li-ib2 fac t :  ; ii"XEtP&I." %werr> 

treated as regulatory C R s  for ra , i@%se~ t 5 : :  '; k :? L n?k, 

affect KPMG's ability c a  ,?eva%;la%e ' &  ,;:l?r:r*c.$:~ak~:,:.Li Y.; ?,a$. 

priorit1 zation process. T h e  ~ ~ S C L X ; ? ;  ts:m 9 5 t i;: t; * a Z:~:--*- ,-I+, i :].,>I. 

change the prioritlzatlon pr!2,eess ; t ;s~.,\f ,  k7i0&*- ~ ~ % i ; * ~ ~ * , L  :\x~:~::;~;a:~*~:.l 

which path an i~zdividual CR w i 1 L t ake  ~~L'L-:I::* t. i iv  ; ' ~ t ' ~ ~ " ' * ~ ~ * * '  rw .., 13 <r 

b. Qwest assert:; ~ F ; ) ~ ~ ; ~ : :  f , + ~ ~ a l . > v ~ : l  - '&J-> '*  J 

did not comply with the CNP pYoC:uRsC:$i be,?,~::sa;: i?c:;*fii - 3&:->1-!$ 'R;A~:, $vat;: 

were not prj.oritized f o r  It* Re.kr?a~-;e LO. 0 ,  h i3w;t&Jki, 1 3 ; z i  

L :\4' , i :>Tt L i " f  *i " provide CLECs with t - - < *  



. - .A -r i  h prioritization votes on 1 10,i., and ; :  Q ~ B S ~ ;  L ~ ~ - ~  L t = -  

participate in che priorltrzatiori ~ ~ O C C ~ : S S  ?OX SpZi 15 -2. ; -+' n-a :; z 

addressed all three of these issues is. 'its 2-espcrns~s tr ? k z 2  

Exception. 

C .  First, there trlere 2ebgillaitar;. '3s r;? b 2 ~ k  :1;*~ 

IMA 10.0 and 11.0 Releases sub-~ect to ",la g r ~ e r ; t  :za":5r prs?c2;i;p 

as defined for Regulatory C R s ,  trhic'r; ir;c,-l;;deY;, '"s'=>sve :ha :rz9'" 

treatment - -  meaning that Regulatary  CRs a p p ~ a z e d  a+- =e t:;iT 1:-6. 

the list of CRs to which resources are ass rgce :d6  , %-. *,j 33 + - 
, I t  *z.ts 6% i.271. 

both the IMA 10.0 and 11.0 Releases inclluded s r d ~ n a t y  :-<?ra2: Z9Y 

that were subjected to the priorit~za~ro:; prr\,-@s~ ,AS t & : : k ~ . 2  C%$ 

.%+, - -  meaning that those CRs were ranked below t h e  2.'.ec::;i~3:~~:::; u>  id. 

Thus, KPMG had ample opporEtrniry t;.c --iet'lt;w ~h13~ pr:,?:.-t:;::d"b~*;~ 

process for both types of CRs. 

d- The fact ",at Qwene and the '  L be%*- <.t: 

impasse over whether PID/FAP re la ted dRs sknuld be r,,"_"ar;seeci br;i; 

Regulatory CRs or as normal 2 s  du"sz:l k t  ~r:nra1;iL;:1:;.~ft 

process for the IMA 110.0 and 12.C Re!easa did : ~ t  dt-tu:r:t: K?P::;':. 

ab~lity to evaluate Qwest's adherence tc t h e  ~ r ~ ~ ~ r ~ z i z : ~ ? ; : , ~ ~ i  

process. The resolution of L ~ L S  i s s u r .  d i d  ? ' ! r T  t k w  

prioritization process itseif , bzr s . ~ ~ n p l y  :jet ~ ~ W b i ' l ? : ~ : ~  w~I;::?I, ;> L P  t; 

("above the lineN or ranked) an .tr;riilvidtra:! C:?? w:"k 1 C;,L&? tnj7i>3 

t.he process. ICPIJIG has a l r e a d ; ~  obsnrdreS b ~ t , l i  p,a?ha, 





treatment of PID/PAP changes had not SFEX T~scI:~::, " 2 -  

enough of a reason t o  conclude t h a ~  QwesL did n;c adher- Zk? 

agreed-to process. It was this C0n?m3.cs~i0i l 's  ~~LcIs~ I?: ;  no: t 2 

mandate a re-prioritization of release 11.0 ~nc~ucil;;~ 'tie Z i - 3  

'regulatory" CRs in the ranking. Qwrs; shnil?.d r.oc he i;e:ial;:ei 

for following through on this C o m r n l s ~ ? ~ o n ' s  ordsy. 

k. The inc].usion of PID/PAP CRs i& rile : c g 7 i : ~ i i  

prioritization and packaging ~ ~ O C E S S ~ ~  2 s  ncz  <:';?i~a$z-: t - 5 ~ ~  

fundamental structure of those processes. x.2 , t t6%y-, g . ~ e $ : ~  

has adequately adhered to t he  CPP prioriKi:a:ic:; ^ri)rerii:-. 

C. T e s t  Criterion 23-1-9: Compliance with Natjfication 
EntexvaXs (Systems) 

*t*l , -& -L ?? :,-? 1. KPMG found this criter~.r?rl,  2 3 - l - 5 L ,  " : + *  

determine. This crlterioi, :-&A' FG "2 w h r ?  i i ~ i  
Qwest complies with not i f 1 cat ::jn :? t l?  r :-Vn Ls ,.hj -1ld 

documentation release c5::rG: L Y ~ ~ P Z : ~ ~  2: . cC1i.G 

criterion corrt;lat-,es to :E:rc..i.yrY : :rr: 3 ;  a CJ. 

U - release documentation inter7/aij for t.3" : T ~ ~ Z * ? T $ L ~ : ' C L ~ ~ ! ~  c > f v  ,-l z:, b: 9 * h 

r' as changes to, OSS interfaces. ,z2y e:~a~fi;~L+, ..-:,: r L  - - 3 :  

*-r-CI.*';dii'. ' - ' -*-" 4 -  ' exlstlng EDI interface, Q w p s r  I - -.-+ - LJCL-L '": '5 f .  



- m*" ..- ,-#- ,-',a- tecl~nical specifications at least 73 calendar  days ;; n;- - a h . -  

, , , , ,>.,flu a. ->..; *-" scheduled implementation, and final technical S~Q-'~""+'*++ 

least 4 5  calendar days in advance. F o r  ci?anges t~ in e x ? ? '  23.3 

GUI interface, Qwest provides CLECs with d r a f f  releiis? fi;CPi rr 

least 28 calendar days in advance, and f x n a l  reiasse : l c t ~ r  &r.~i 

user guide at least 21 calendar days hecore Ilhc ~::?iz?:~l&3 

deployment. 

- 1  (i c. Qwest uses both e-mail and r.he whoiesalc "si= 

site to distribute notifications and riocunenia: ran re: zaer. 

requirements. KPMG monitored CLEC Not iflcat :on; t i  L C  I 3 i 3  

testing period. Due to test s c h e a l e ,  KPWG w:is ni?f ab ic  t :: 

observe Qwestrs adherence to the current. prQcc.Ss 3 :  i ,?ip 

t documentation release requirements for a malor su i  tware r @ ~ e - +  :@ - 

d. During testing, KPMG formul!y i d ~ n r  1 Z;oci 

that System Event Not if ications were itnpraper 1 y konniicrc:t f cer. 

distribution to CLECs. A s  a result, CLECB warn  ilnablt. L a  ok t 3 2 s  

information from these notifications. C~wesc st:b~pi.~t;t:i::t-; 

* 
implemented a new process ac Vlholesale Ye12 ~>c.t;k r . . l  

n u  that all notifications include a t  tachmen.:& : i -he 

Microsoft Word format. 

e . In additior.. KPMG farmail;. ~ d c t : t l f  ;t-:j ! I  t t  

System Event Notifications contained discrepax. ie i  rcidtc:d ?:c . 

1) Notification date inaccurac~ss; 

2) Inaccurate time-stamps; and 



3) Lateness in distribution. 

f. Qwest subsequent 1 y conducted - -. *.-.-x& 2 
, " & A -  u =  

training to ensure that Qwest staff' follows =he naz;iEsctl"i~a: 

intervals set forth in the draft CMP d.ocument. 

g. Due to the test schedule, KPMG was ROC abif 

to evaluate Qwest's adherence to the steps tha";west E O ? ~  C E  

address the above issues, and the subsequent ourputs. 

h. Further testing ilctivities detexrnin~td t ha t  

Qwest did not distribute the mail-out notifications :n a r:~rn-I: 

manner, and did not follow the 48-hour i .n te rva l  far pLan;x@c 

outages. KPMG issued Exception 3 1 1 0 .  

i. As a result, Qwest implemented a 303g-ii 

system to ensure that the Notifications Department prarrrpcll- 1,419. 

and distributes notifications. KPMG1s retesting confirmed cha 

the changes were implemented. 

j . KPMG considers the issue s p e c ~ k i o e ~ i l  

relevant to this evaluation criterion resolved, a n 3  clnse 

Exception 3110 as inconclusive due to issues identified :-n 2 3 - 2 ,  

k. During testing, H P C  formally ident1Eiet-l cj 

issue that Qwest prcjvided CLIECs with inadequate advance TIOE l r '  

regarding changes to its I? addresses for Street Address f.:.;r~d 

(SAG) and Feature Availability Matrix iFAMj filesi Qw&s 

subseqt~ently updated process documentation to spce-r f y  tha t ,  3iy:rte~ 



would not lfy CLECS oE changes 12 co~lnectivity recj~ldrernzi.:?~~ ia 

feast five days in advance. 

1. In addition, HPC formally rdent~fied 5 1 2  

Qwest did not address the inaccurate and lncornplete ~ n f o r z a :  t ?  

i.n IMA disclosure documents in a timely mamer. Q?IPS 

implemented changes to the subsequent release docurnentatran. 

m, In addition, HPIE formally identified :i 

Exception 2003 that Qwest did not f o1loi.i its established r-.;l~=t%t.'r 

~?utification schedule when inplementxn~ IbqA releases, arid 3rr  

not provide complete and accurate i,nformatlor, in r t s  ri;eSeas: 

notifications to prepare CLECs for certificati~n 3y-r i ki 

implementation of new releases. Qwest subsequent1 y ln3;s.t ef 

that it would follow the intervals specified in the cir:;zf% ZM1 

document. Exception 2003 is closed. 

2 .  Decision 

a. Our decision on this crzteriori fc?1?ct1'8 L E I *  

rationale of criterion 23-1-7. The existence of PO-l t ;   an^ till 

recent efforts that have been made by the redes~g11 g : o ~ : ~  : i r e  

sufficient to find that @west had performed adequately ;r; ~ i i s  

CLEC notification process. 

3 .  Discussion 

a. The discussions by t!~? parties 3:: Z ~ L :  

criterion and exception are the same as those -Eozi?d :;ad:> 

rri",rron 23 - 1-7. (The parties d~.v:.deci .;,":e:.r 1:. 
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e3..?.p*t +.L.pL~on rather than by test cri~erion; therefore, the 

discussion and positions may encompass several test criteria.) 

B.  Test Criterion 23-2-2: T h e  Change Management Process 
IS in Place and Documented (Product and Process) 

1 KPMG found this criterion, 23-2-2, "unable t t  

determine." This criterion relates to whethe: 
Qwest has a change management process in p l a c ~  
and if that process is documented. This criterlo: 
does not correlate to an exception. 

a. KPMG found that, due to continuing Qwest 

CLfC negotiations in CMP Redesign, the product/Process CMP i 

not fully implemented or documented. At the conclusion of th 

Qwest OSS Evaluation, KPMG observed that Qwest and CLZC 

continued discussion about relevant issues in CMP Redesign 

The process for postponing or stopping a Qwest-initiated 
Product/Process change; and 

The Exception Process. 
b. Qwest will firlalize the draft CMP docume~ 

o f c e r  it has reached agreement with CLECs on the remainir 

li-swes. 

c. In KPMG1s professional opinion, the dra 

CMP doc ti men^ does not include all of the essential componen 

~ h a ' r  corlstxtute a well-formed and complete Product ar:d Proce 

4 Although Qwest and CLECs have made significant progress 

redesign, the parties have not completed discussions abc 



I :  and Process cMP, and have not documented all ac~ivities 

w: I !:if, CNY . Tor- example, redesign discussions continue for the 

fcfini~jnn of a CR Postponement Request and the Exceptlor 

-.* 4.. r ~ " t g r ,  g . The CMP Redesign Process is scheduled to continue 

!L:';TB:I~~ June 2 0 02 . 
2 ,  Decisi,on 

a. As we have stated before, it is our opinior 

t l i n t  KPMCi's finding of "unable to determine" would have beex 

t:hilrlgcd to "satisfied" if KPMG had been given another month o: 

i wc- af r:ea t inq . The CMP is an ever-changing process, bu' 

e:jpccraLLy in the last three months, great strides have bee- 

i?;;tci24 reaching a plan that benefits both Qwest and the CLEC 

iim ,,c, I rheir business relationships. Since the conclusion of th 

t c ~ t . , ,  the redesign group has agreed to language for both the C 

Po~i~ponernent and the Exception Processes. It is ou 

ruld~ustanding that. the only area of discussion left for tk 

:.r*rinr?ign group 1s regarding the language for the CMP votir 

r l ~ t  , , c , .  T~ 1 .,x* This discussion is scheduled to take place in the ne, 

TF*"*?ic  weeks, wiLh the final CMP documents set to be presentc L ..,L,A> 

! approval to the larger CMP commu,nity in mid-Jul; 

dY* p a,, ,.~~~x'@tus:~-;,, we find that Qwest does have a Change Managemel 

Fr~"~ct?:;s I n  pl~ce and documented. 

b. The April 29, 2002, version of the SGA 

!:i.;ucrr+r, contains an out-dated Exhlbit G. Before filing wi 



2 %#.* '""" ' et,., Qwest should replace that exhlbit wlth the most current 

7; g4 , . > , a * ,  3@ t s  ? - *Y ur I- the CMP documents that contains the agree-to language 

f e.; C ?  Postponement, the Exception prolcess, and any other 

::ansenEus language reached since the last filing . 

3 .  Discussion 

a .  Qwest stated in it Comments Demonstrating 

S8t: ? $fac*, l ,on  of the FCCr s Section 271 Change Management 

Rvnl~ri.1::a.on Cxlteria, flled April 26, 2002, that the governing 

~ , > K ~ > ~ ~ ~ R Y  for change management is contained in a single document 

3w e t:txff WhoXesal e CMP document. As discussed in the prior 

l a i ~ n ~ s ,  Owest states that this document contains the agreements 

i i*aiVi~r.ld tklrough extensive collaborative negotiations between the 

tLZEf.: c.blrnnmunity and Qwest . Through the redesign process, CLECs 

iasve had substantial input into the organization and 

c t l a z i f i c a t i o n  of change management related materials on the web 

31t"PT 

b. The joint CLEC-Qwest redesign team agreed 

titc$!. agreements reached through the redeslqn effort would 

: C ru=? -t !.i 2 draft form, subject only to a flnal review of the 

b~;z:,mcint as a whole and changes necessary to ensure that the 

acrt;mexl,r: reflects a cohesive and integrated whole. H o w e v e r ,  the 

%;jce zhnc  a flnal review will occur in no way detracts from the 

i a z t  t h a t  CZECE and Qwest reached agreement regarding the 

%.. ? . ".. A -- r. ;:, and Qwest has impiemen~ed tl-iose agreements . indeed, 



Qw~xt has conducted its wholesale buslness pursuant to t h e  

WktoPesaie CNP for several months. Moreover, the resulrr ~f the 

redesign process is a CMP that goes well beyond w h a t  has been 

dsne by any other BOC in successful applications for 2 7 1  

nutk-muity. 

c. In the redesign process, Qwesr and the CLECs 

~d~iz";3:ied, discussed! and resolved the most important issues 

r~>a.r ,xng to processes to be documented in Qwestl:s CMP. The 

redesip team reached agreement in principle regarding a11 12 of 

tlfle mare in~portant category 1 issues and on eight of the 10 

l,css significant category 0 " issues. The CLECs have described 

these agreements as vague, high level agreements that will be 

memorialized at a later time. Contrary to this 

characteri,zation, detailed proposals have been deveioped for a11 

nf the agreements, except a single issue. This single Issue 

x'clates to provisions for the exception process, upon which t h e  

r:ecc?es~gn team has agreed in principle. The team agreed that 

3- FF { ~, , ,s  issue would not be a controversial issue. 

d. Further, the only two issues on which the 

Learn dld not reach agreement in principle do not relate to 

language t h a t  will be incorporated into t h ~  CMP document. Covad 

Issue # 3  relates to how Qwest identifies retail changes that ma;; 

impact CLECs. The redesign team has discussed this issue a"t 

length  and reviewed Qwest ' s documented processes. Indeed, the 



Saint;  CLECs admit in their brief that they btelieve that Qr~est: 

has implemented "adequate processes to ensure timely an3 

adi2guatt-1 natificatior! to wholesale customers of r e t a l l  changes 

tlmt impact them as well as to ensure parity between Qwest's 

r e t a i l  a11d wholesale customers. The only o t h e r  issue, rsised 

by WorldCom, relates to how Qwest will prove that i has 

it'rtplernented the changes it has agreed to make. Neither of chese 

issues has any impact on the sufficienc:~ of Qwest's CMP 

document. 

r .  In its Draft Final Report, KPMG l i s t e d  

"unable to determine" as the result for its cvalua%ion of 

whether Qwest's change management process is in place and 

documented, stating that the Wholesale CMP does nat include a l l  

el.ements KPMG believes are essential. The bottom line is t h a t  

rhe CLECs enjoy substantial benefits from Qwest s implernentatian 

of the redesigned CMP. The fact that minor changes rrtay be made 

LO the CMP through the final review process by the redeslgn team 

does noc. affect Qwest's compliance with the implente~ted process. 

f. The Joint CLECs conclude in t h e i r  c o m m e r ~ t u ,  

filed May 3, 2002, that in its zeal to rush to the FCC, Owest 

would like this Commission to brush aside the final steps 

necessary to finishing the task of producing a single document 

with the real core provisions of  Qwest's CMP. They s"Late t h a t  

t h i s  is astounding since it is likely that the task af Einishing 



the language and placing it in the CMI? document will be 

concluded no later that sometime in June 2 0 0 2 .  Considering the 

FCC is not particularly interested in draf!:, the CL,ECs ass%rr ,  

it is hard to imagine how one could conclude thar Qweat meets 

the  FCC criteria based upon such a draft. 

g. The Joint CLECs state that t h i s  Commission 

should simply demand that Qwest finish the job and then submit 

the CMP documents for review. 

h. Again, because of the time lapse between the 

comments and the Commission's decision meetilng on CM?, L C  1s aur 

opinion that the CLECs' concerns have been addressed. The t l W  

requested by the CLECs for Qwest to "finish the job" has passed, 

and we find that Qwest has indeed "finished the job" f o r  5 271 

purposes. We realize that t h e  CMP documenlc i s  dqaafnic in  it^ 

very nature. Modifications likely will be made for some rlrne Ye2 

cone. However, the CMP document that currently is lacated oa: 

Qwest's CMP web site contains all the necessary care elsme~l ts  

f o r  u s  to find that the Change Management Process is in place 

and documented. 

E. Test Criteria 23-2-7, 23-2-8, and 2 3 - 2 - 9 :  Tracking 
notification intervals and prioritization of mast 
Initiated Product and Process Changes (Product &id 
Process) 

1, This group of product and process criteria was 
found by KPMG to be "unable to determine,'' These 
criteria relate to whether West tias f u l l y  
implemented Product and Process CMP incliiding :he 



tracklng of information such as descr~pt1c:;s zk  
proposed changes, key notificaLr~n d3res. :izc-! 

,. h changes' status. In addition, test crluer-,on ~ 3 -  

2 - 8 ,  specifically, relates to the za t l eg~r i t a t ; im  
and prioritization of Qwest initiated Prod~ict  
Process change requests. These criteria c- ; r re2a~~ .d - 
to Exception 3094. 

a. KPMG found that Qwest h a a  xlot fi;i:3+ 

implemented Product/P~rocess CMP at the canz:!usion ~f the axear  

QSS Evaluation. KPMG was unable to confirm that  QwesC has 

procedures and systems to track all proposed Pr:ociuct,b'Pracess 

changes. 

b. Qwest uses a Microsoft Access database t:a 

track CLEC-initiated Product/Process CKs ,and Q w e ~ t ; - ~ n ~ t " _ ~ a t - , e d  

Level 4 changes. The interactive status reysorr, generatnud Ex-ee ;~  

this database is available on the CMP web site, and ~ n c t u d e d  an 

the monthly CMP distribution package. 

c. Qwest uses a web-based ilustainemr Ha t i g i ea t s c r i  

Letter Archive [CNLF.) , available at the foL3owzr:,z web ~;2"-::: 

http://tww.qwes~.c~m/t~holesale/n~tices/cnl~~~ - -- for  CLECs r. 0 

search and retrieve past notif ~caticn. iei,lthc?ugS.r th1.s rr;echartiatn 

provides external reporting for Qwest notif i ,eat~rsns,  it. dfier; n ~ t  

s e r9~ as an internal tracking sgscem E c i r  pi-~p~i3s~2d 

Product/Process changes. 

d. In addition, KPMG st tates the P r a d w t  / E%C:~~:SI.: 

CMP defines the criteria far c a e e g a r i z z r i ~ ~  Gwesk-rn~f:ated 



changes on the basis of perceived impact to C L E Z  b u s z n e s s  

aperations. Qwest had noc fully implemented Producc/Process ZMP 

at the conclusion of the Qwest OSS Evaluation. KPMC, '-hbteref~re, 

was unable to observe the complete implementatiarl of 'chis 

process. 

e. The draft CMP docrc~rnent desc~:'rbes ';he? 

i-nitiation, evaluation, and notification of Qwest and C1,EC- 

initiated Product/Process CEs. The document def xnes  f ~ ~ ~ ~ t :  

categories of Qwest -initiated Product/Process changes ( 2  eve2 s 6'- 

4 )  , with each higher level representing increasir~g intpast L O  

CLEC business operations. At the conciusiorl of the Qwese USS 

Evaluation, Qwest had just begun ta catec_jori.ze a i l  aE its 

Product/Process changes in accordance w the documet~ted 

process. KPMG, theref ore, was unable to observe suf f i c l e n k  

evidence to verify that the process had been fully impXernented. 

f . The ~roduct/Process CMP e:mplc>ys n ds f fesent: 

process flow to accommodate changes that either Q w c s t  or: a GtF;: 

requests be implemented on an expedited basis. T h e  E;x~ei;?ptrc)ri 

Process remains subject to ongoing Qwest -CLEC negot rat  on in CMF 

Redesign. 

g. During testlng, KPMG observed thd:  Qwesr 

implemented a desired process change over CLGC a h j e c t i u n s .  KPMC 

issued Exception 3094. In response T a  Exception 3094,  Qwest 



indicated that Qwest and CLECs disagreed abour '311.. pr-2cesS 

governing Qwest-initiated Product/Process changes. 

h. In April 2002, Qwest and C'LECs agreed La t5t; 

process for Qwest-initiated Product/Prozess changes. D r r r i   an.^ 

ret-,esting, Qwest clarified that not all Qwest-initiated changes 

issued via CXP notifications in April and IYay ZOCZ c n u i d  be 

implemented under the new process. Due to a sample s i z e  

and representation of only two categories of Qwest initiated P / P  

cbang~s during the retest period, KPMG was unable to v ~ r i f y  t;hak 

the  process had been fully ~rnplernented, ami closed Exception 

3 094 unrcsol.ved. 

i. Finally, because Qwest had noc f u l l y  

implemented the Product/Process CMP, KPMG was unable to obserue 

adherence to notification intervals and docume~ltatian release 

requirements for Qwest-initiated changes. 

j . The draft CMP document defines f i v e  

categories of Qwest - initiated changes (levels - 4  with 

higher level representing increasing impact to CLEC business 

operations. The document also specifies the canmen:: and 

~mplementarion intervals for each of the five catcgaries , 

!-lowe-ger, KPMG was not able to validate cornpLiance with chri 

documented process. 



1. Decision 

a. As part of the CPAP ae!cision on remand 

issues, Declsiox~ No. C02-399, the Commission ordered Qwest: I:u 

file the Qwest initiated Product and Process change request 

process with this Commission for incl.usioi? in the CPAP. Qwest 

has done this. At the June 27, 2002, Camrnisslonnrs' Weekly 

Meeting, Staff will present proposed penalties associated with 

the five levels of changes contained in this process. Once t h i s  

proposal. has been reviewed by the Commission, it will be sent 

out for comment. In relatively short order, these Qwasr 

initiated Product and Process changes and their associ,ared t i rw 

lines and milestones, will be part of the CPAP. This shouid 

pruve to be an additional incentive, bzyonct working in goad 

faith, for Qwest to meet the related due clates and f o r  the 

Commission to analyze any unlikely pattern of poor perfcrrmance, 

2. Diocussion 

a. Qwest maintains that it is not necessary fzr 

.:t to have product and process in its CMP to meet the FCC 

requirements for CMP. Product and Process does not affect the 

Commission's evaluation of CMP for 271 purposes. 

b. However, Qwest asserts, the initial 

eonfusion surrounding this process that gave rise to this 

Except ion 3094 has been eliminated by the detailed agz-crmcnr 

reached through the redesigned process. Becauso the new 



pr~cedure applies to all Qwest initiated changes, there  sk~u ; -d  

be no future confusion relating to the appropriate process chat: 

applies to a particular change. 

c. The Joint CLECs commented on Exr=opt.ssn 3094 

by stating that it was opened on December 12,, 2 0 0 1  and sta::ed 

that Qwest did not adhere to its established chancre nian2~em?nt, 

process for not if ying CLECs about a praposed chanqc . Fr af l:~web 

*=t>v*- input f r o m  all interested parties. On Apr.i1. 4, 2 0 0 2 ,  h , i u , *  

recommended that this exception be closed unresslved and srdtec?: 

KPMG Consulting recognizes that QWPS~ and GLECS have 
yet to agree on key components of ii coniprehe;-tsi~e 
Product/~rocess CMP. Qwest implemented an ad hot: 
process to manage Qwest-initiated &rodt:ct.IPri?-eess 
chacges as of April 1, 2002. Although CLECs and QwesK 
have reached an "agreement l n  prisiclp3.e" f o r  C ~ L S  
interim process, it is KPNG Consulting' s ut~derst landang 
that the referenced process remains swbaect to further 
development, modifications, and negutiatrons dn CMF 
Redesign. KPMG Consultin5 is nut able to ccarkdu~;tL a 
thorough evaluation until the prescrxbed pxacca8 z s  
formal i z e l ! ,  the Redesign sessions are ~cln;jle?te, end 
the process is fully implemented and cunf  irmed, 
However, the current schedu1.e 1s for R c d e x ~ g n  rneetr>$js 
to continue until June, 2 0 0 2 .  

d. Qwest has requested tha?: KPKG ct3ndrirt r.lC 

further testing. Since the ad hoc process :.s ca", ~r ' l i i !  s r ~ d  

thlrd-party testing is conclildiny, KPMG was tinable ta zc-@ . G *ii Y.I L - t- ,- 

retesting to ensure that a complete and iur~cxxc:nrng 

Product/Process CMP was in piace. 

e. In short, the Joint CLECs conclude thks  

zxceptlon reveals a problem t ~ l t h  Qwest ' s c u r r e n t  Gfi.IrZ. Tiirz J ~ x t z t  



CLEfs maintain that this Commission and the FCC nlust f l a d  !i':wesY 

fails to adhere to its CMP process and that the process .IS, as 

yet, riot adequate to meet the FCC's five criteria requ;reG h x  

approval. 

f. Although we do not agree wiCh QwesL" 'S 

assertion that its CMP is complete without Pr 'aducE and Process 

CMF, the passage of time has allowed the CMP redesign group ts 

complete a Qwest Initiated Product and P.rocess change request 

process. This process was implemented Che beginning ~ f ,  XpaiS, 

with minor modifications occurring mid-~pril. A l l  Q W S S ~  EI~'iflds~"1:, 

and Process notifications mail-out to CLECS as of mid-b lck i "  arc 

categorized in the levels defined in CMP serzrron 5 . 4 ,  TIUS i s  

the same process that will shortly become part oE our CPXC, T h l ~  

is sufficient for § 271 purposes. 

F. Test Criterion 24.6-1-8: FunctionaL Test Enviramii&nt 

I. KPMG found this criterion, 24,s-X-B, "xkbt 

satisfied." This cr i - te r ion  relates ea whether 
Qwest has a functional tesc envirorirnenc aua:lable 
to customers for a l l  st;ppouted inter ' faces .  T h i s  
criteslon correlates to Excep t ions  3 0 7 1  and 3095*  

a. KPMG found in its ~ u a i t ; a t i a n  of Qwr:$r'$? t;e:;r: 

environment that a functional test environment is :-,u:: mLlde? 

available to customers for all supported ir!rrerfaces, 



5 .  Before August 2001, Qwest slupported only L E S  

T$i%kx+o-&rabili 2- - t y  (Xnterop) test environment for CLECs testing an  

r~ r t e r face  . sad-. KPMG identified Interop deficiencies i n  

* bnterop requires CLECs to use valid production d a m  2 . 2  

ckieir test cases; 

" Responses to the test cases are generated manually as 
apposed to generating production system-like respotsses; 
and 

* I n t e r u p  has no flow-through capability as dues t . 5 ~  
Product ion Environment. 

c. Qwest responded that it was devstxi?g s.ku 

~;.ostirig resources to developing the Stand Alone1 Test Erzvj.ranni@ar, 

ISATE), and that nc further enhancements wrmld Is? nade t^,c 

?,n$erop. Qwest revised the ED1 11np1ementati011 Guide2 i ~ e s  fa4 

, i j  so that i.t: now provides more detailed ir;Eoxmatiorz on the 

p::c>s arvd C U T ~ S  of using 1nt.erop vs. SATE, or a comb~natzan of: 

both, environments. Exception 3029 is closed. 

d. In August 2001, Qwest j.ntr~c.luc:ed SATE ns it, 

re:-t~L"of a CR submitted through Qwest's CHP by a CLEZ, SATE if; 

mpa?:aze from Qwest ' s production systems 

e . KPMG revlewd SATE documt:;ltd 'i i or; art::-$ 

~ d ~ r j e i f  i.id that SATE transaction responses &rT r ~ c i r i l ~ ~ ~ i  j, i*$ 

generated, and that the environment does not  support f 2 Cr?u~ 

T:hraugh transactions. As a result, KPMG i s sued  Exceptr~n JOT?. 



f. In its response, Qtj les i  - 4 :  * : i: ?-F:-f l  

close Except ion 3 077 without wai~ina E c -  SITE e~,?~:=i".1-i".~~~~"- 7 Z" .I' 

~mpleroented, and subsequent retest veri f ica6:c2 3-:tl7-- r r i  ' ( r l c  - - I ?  L *.. #, ,+ .- 

completed. Exception 3077 is c l o s e d / u ~ r e m : v e d ~  

- .  g .  KPKG fcrmaily ~denE:rxet: that Gxir"2: - ; : 2  i t  

supply CLECs wit11 sample ED1 transact~car'id f3;- :-hi:< -*-~:-:,:tt.l= ;-,-':iti"ic-k 

of test cases available. 

h. Qwest released t h e  i:L?~:;:2,-?~e;jb A":; $:dj-; ;c 8 

cir *b. r E x a m p l e s  - IMA E D I  9 .  0 R e l e a s e  document; k h ~ ~ i ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ i i  - : k b :  P ~ F  2 t : ~  L :-a1-::? 

Notification process. KPMG verified 3 <:_"tfi,"s ;'G=Jr-e s:;pg8z :?PJ? 

wi tfi sample ED1 transactions, and t he  a sait.iF ~ ~ 3 : :  ;'e$:-!I L ; c : ~ ! .  

i. KPMG identlf~ecj p:.c!2>!c.t:tf- 1 : T  

functionality to SATE in Excepcl~x: 3385  L L  ; ; ~ - 3 l ~ f ~ : :  

included the process for add~ng rtew 1b:A ;'k~:;;tka~d4t&: 1 .>: t..e.~: ;I:LE 3.7 

well as adding existing produz t 5 : ; F * ~ ~ i : ~ r : t ~ t ; . ~  ;:: 

SATE, 

j . In its respurage, Qwt~;.; ;~ 2 TS:~~;~~J;: P : 

close Excepticm 3095 without 44a L t rrig Eoe- $;IT$; *?::::r > r ? - * * r ; ? ~ T ~ *  ;. 

implemented, and s~lbsequent ret:est ~6::': J+ ; :,:: L ~ ~ ~ :  * t T  .; 

completed. Exception 3095  was CI~:%~:.S;{:~;:T~~:~:- ', ;"p%\k.  

k. The E3-CLEC_'rr: * 4 h z ? , : * . ; ; : ~  - ,  , -,Lkp'-$:L 

Evaluation was limited to I I I ~ P ~ : , ~ .  ; : yi ; 7: 7 * -  ; i ; zb- :. I: : I-I g 

experience, the P-CLEC ~ciene I t ; h L s  , , - p : y b  . I  ;;- 

Interoperabil ity Testing e n - ~ ~  r%n;?:n;+, 



* kdequate resources were not available f o r  trevlew:n:T pi::-: 

clarifying test scenario templates; and 

a Discrepancies between actual and expected res;ri::sea. 

These issues were subsequently resolved. 

1. Qwest does not requ.: rc e3xfr:.t","1-- tez -C&~F;FY 

testing for IMA GUI. 

2. Decision 

currently found i.n Exhibit 9 ta the SGAT, 1: 2 i %:?.k 3;: 

associated penalty of $50, 000 for Lhe $15 pgrzei:? h$ri::h;ii.~a-$; -rr; f : ~  

Far the Colorado Commission to sign-off mi S A X E ,  t : t ~ 2 4  t:ti::reir? 

definition must be added before Qwest" file5 ~ r . ; *  .. t a i "s  IUL >I 6-  erqlL b % ,  ,* 2%- 

L * such time as the Long-term PID A u r n ~ n ~ s t z ' a ?  act: L eexu;r, +E i r,;;et 3.;1";"5*~::: 

irnpasse is reached, Qwest shal.1 file the :ictw : :&:I : :? 

this Commission. At that time, the pleria1,ty R~fi~o;;~38 W J ~ : :  2 ~ :  

reassessed based on the level cf dlsaygr.."~,1.3~crr1 u t  $T- ;',:'I "3 :>:I 

the new PO-19b. 

b. The language tc; be pXr'ic~lr: r,ri tf:** ?PA;' 

to the FCC filing, is as follows: 

PO-19 . C,- ' "" ":' : Stand o12e Test Envi  x:onr;r~tf'iT {a\ i ? ~  ; 

Failure to meet the 95  percerrt sta:..id.i~:.-~? c :, . I  - :\I: , a t ,  .. b 
" ,'* i ir 9 -,:," . . a , *  provide production-like t e s k d  to C L b a ~ : ;  - , ".-+ t J 1 

both new releases and betwceri y e  tc ?: -Fa : :  I ; ?  *'!:4- 5 , ; 7 t : ~  

environment shall result ~n a S S Q ,  Of i;. j i ; l > ~ - % ~ 1 1 *  F,~: +.* *&-: t *  

to the Special Fund. 



3 .  Discussion 

% - L *.* f -a 

a .  Q p j e s t  s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  i s s u e s  ~2;se~:: KT? ?T2.,-. - 

about "real world t e s t i n g  scenarios"  should be laroe;p - ad2rcsse2 

hy Qwest ' s planned implement a t  ion of f l  cm- cb.rs:;;~k: c ~ p a k ~  1 L?:Y ;:: 

9F.rSE , This should be f 1.1lly implement,ed CL~: -L? I~$?~O~!~ .  : J - ~ C * ~ *  * a  c‘. + 

region by mid-May. 

- f 

* >  -*;*, b .  With t h l s  flow tzhrclu~gi:, SAT% :::F.+:~~-- 

i r  r 4 z u  l i  i i pruvide t h e  same key funct ions  a s  t h e  pradluct ::;z ~n-;r''l'i"l~"+'"- 

c. Qwest b u i l t  SATE to supper t  t.ayw'e~y r?sL31!? 

. I -  ** ..-\ - 
product a,nd UNE of fezing f o r  w h i c h  CLECs Ear. k~:>:.i: IH2%-cTiJ i  

in terkaces .  Cer ta in  o ther   product.^ tlzc.re:~r'i-~ w r  :;?" 

automatically included i n  SATE. 

d .  Through the  CMP, Qwec?; t h a s  a f  f 2t~e.d ~~LE::;.::: k l:2 

p r i a r i t i z e  products t h a t  they want in rile ilm: SAT5 i*il.Pfi:%$@+ 

CLIECs only choose t o  include two new ~raclcct s fat- zap\ cmi!clt . i L  i4:'.c; 

' i. C .i in SATE 11 . 0 r e l e a s e  . I n  additxon,  at r; O;:t-.~:i :>:I,+ w *.*ii- $\:'*- 

free t o  submlt C R s  t o  add other pr sc i : i~zx  :r r - ~ ; t ~ i t , : ~ : ? ~ % * b .  

SATE. 

. . 
e .  Qwest assercs  CfiigiTR9 t-;: 'I "3: :;$ r;l it 

- . . -.- ,.q *i.- i dtemons t r a t e  t h a t  SATE 1s adequat c t CJ pe rrzz t . , , : i 3 i i  K 

i n ~ e r f a c e s  and achieve production s t a t u s .  

f .  The J o i n t  CLECs ,  thyr>i:'ik "kc + ~ ~ ? ~ d , ~ ~ ~ i + +  

Tsm Connolly, AT&T, contend t h a t  SATE IS s~;;i i i' ::.ill::? I 1 i  3r?.'; a .:;s!s;: 

when compared to t h e  t e s t  environm~nt t h d ?  ?:%:-& 2 ~ 2 1 :  d*:k*-::L 



gain 6 2 7 1  approval. Mr. Conno1137 s t a re s  ;ha: Wes: I7 i :? '$2lh , '"-2  

an enhancemen; to SATE: because of 1;s 1 : n ~ X a t  L;%;:S :,e.:232'3:~m: 

2 -  i "i m;rr~ring of post -order product lon tran~sac:~;%?s ; 2 . L?. . i &. .&. 

r.. - L 

order rejectinns, and order completions! . ~ 1 ~ * ; : . : - 3 :  

LhL J X I ~ S  1.?*~14-fn:c? Interconnect Center Knowledge Indicator (VI*-*r- '  

around the end of January 2 0 0 2 .  V I C K I  s t i l l  :al;s ;n keyi* d l f i & n  

- - 
g. According to Mr. Connollt-. SAT2 als:r L c % L ~ : :  

because Qwest does not freeze both the t :est and LEI~~P??C; - : ?*  f k  : -I?; 

versions such that chaliges cannot be made to sne wirhmlr rn3ii:::j 

the same changes to the other. Therefare, the test re kensn~  3wy 

differ from the release that Qwest imp1emetnt.s. 

+, * yi, h. The CLECs contend that; L4+iLr. ;F P? WII:.~: t:: 

progress, but not yet ready to pass t h e  FCC's  c r l : c r t i .  

i . Qweat has made grear. str:de$ i n  t he : x ~ i ? r l i ~ i  &;--$ 

of i - t s  SATE in the past year. Before the ;.clfa:%r ok  $AT%* 

CLECs' only option for testing was the Inte:.2p ar.vrro:imi.nc. A:,: 

stated in KPMG1s evaluation, Interop is l:rn:zed i r ;  i ! - u~~ i ;~ : . ! : z ; -  

capability as well as the need for rnanuiii i n te rvent  LC!::. %iiti: 

the addition to SATE of the VICKI  and tile f i . : ~ - ' ~ ~ - " - . ~  , * L  u ,4.Gi2?-. 

..F O S  capability in mid-May, Qwcst has addrs,r;wi;jl fl:.~r:)+ ~ ~ g k 7 ~ ~ ; ~ : : ~  

concerns enumerated in Exception 3 0 7 7 .  

I - 
j - This is the cl~nest cair : r i  tiur * ;' "; 

record. The SATE the Qwzst: has - d.r~v.-.:eg?.3 43$4;\*2-3 : *. 

compliant, but there is not suf f : . c~en t  evids i ;~ . :  ~ : ~ ; ~ ; ~ 2 : & : ;  ~~~~4~ ' - -  : 



- , z -  3 ? - determine whether it is or not. The addaticm 2"- i +( L C  i 

-> > , ' 1 " " '  CPAP bootstraps our record to i l l u s t r a c ~ t  O:.ic 7'" ' P - b - . r w + ' -  " 

devise a functional SATE, PC- 19 and tile. 3k t ::nr%3,r,k p:k;.%L 2 -: 

failing to meet the benchmark, iilustrate a ~2~1:r:.?t:'rr;: t? fh5; 

- - FCC's criteria that Qwest have a Stanb kl.c;rne kx?$:L ~ , Z + V ~ . !  czYi-e:s: 

that mirrors production. The FCC, wit'n; r h c  El,r:.ther ; i t ~ & & r . ; -  A- +,%i- 

time, should have more of a record orr trihitlh t . 7  ~ % s L ; ? -  ; : :: 7.; i :  ; - ~ t . ? e  c 

record on the presence of an adequate SA'TE. W.2 a r e  cx-t.:?t-";~bL8~ 

w i ~ h  this recommendation also because cs~f aur s;,;ihf':$ ;;I?Z@GCC 

knowledge of CMP and its remarkable Seve?~>,)~met*.i: L%~*L:̂  z i l c  :!I-- 

3 - ' months. Because the SPATE would be =he onl i*  4 1 A :se;~t*' <-:kc 

minds tliat might portend delay, wc I , v:: P: "i_::.- 

addition of PO-19 to rhe CFAP as ";.,:,id.;$.;. t o ~* .C .OC,  + 3 

compliant SATE. 

G. Test Criterion 2 4 . 5 - 2 - 9 :  mDTACC BB-T& 

1. k;p:.iG found this crrrta:r~cry;, ~ ~ ~ u ~ ; 8 > - ; ~ ,  
lt$I l? 

C l t * ,  +& s a t l ~ f i e d . ~ ~  Tkj3 _ m A ' L t p ~ i l 1 3 ~  : * :L . : I : ,~J~  :,r,i wti~~*'?;*r.t  

carrler-to-carrier test.. ..,. . -I, J, . r t~e i l*br : s :  ii t L x L  o r , + r  r -1 

ava1iable a~xrj, s e g r e q ~ t . 1 ~ 3  Cts3a 12-&4:6f ' f r  $7;. t,~-i*;.5' 1 % * -  7 , 

and cj.evef opmsri",~~:~ ~t;s :2:n~1t :  :% , p * ' t ~ L - z  z s 8 A u  ; . r i t v : , a : . t .  

correia~es ta ExcepL- r;,: '3 t C3. 

- r -  a .  p ,  kba f A- I I... I . ,  .r ? .." -., ~.,,;:&,t --. uqr t i L , , . ! ~ S ,  :'.; g.: v !\, " 2  f ,~- , . t~. ,  A *. 



Electronic Bonding Troubi~ kb;n;r:is"~rzkZ LC;; z *- * El :- L C , ,  - i -  ti': 

segregated frorn the MEDIkCC E3-TA c r 3 d i ; ~ t  :or, r n;- ~'?::--'5~;;' . 

- - - - -  offered by Qwest is comprised r 5  t.2e REZ;A..-'" + 3;;': 

systems. Test scenarios subm;tz~e:l fa;- T.fB>;.T$,"Z'Z EF-,A 'e::'ta:i-:i 2- . -  

first processed by the MZDIAZC: p3:..tlr>n iri; tL:-,e * ~ F L ~  

Depending on the circuit t y p e .  e i t h e r  desllr,e5 -,-I ~ ~ ~ r ~ - % ~ . S i - ~ : i ~ : 2  

services, scenarios are then ~Z- : : -CP$S% b t .  XFf; -?r i2!:> 

system. 

secure connection to conduct izarrr3.ez - L I P -  cc9 t-:-i@r : rs:t i r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  * 
C L  d i  i' 

designed service test scefiarioa ;fair-;ng ?i t l$  JII~;?;I -P':L - * I  -4 

-< * t h e  System Test P2an f GZ- r,+. $*:-c r-:;: 2 L.; i;,*:3?jrt ; 

Administration documenr . 

uses a system flag to pxue:;er~;;, t ~ z l t :  

- ,  
dispatched during the nori-rteslq;:~e::i at:-c:t:rCr:: 



. - 
++ .., + F+ h. z, :;, ;- not dispatched, thus pre:;s-:r-s,t sac; ,-I. .. ...- -.. ,... .*. -- i3;,r-$c.c z, z; G? 

.. :. 

Qwest operations and customers. 

' <  

e. ~ 2 3 ~  ra 2 E- t?, ;. ,s 2- slg,\.;$< ;; ;; 2;=:25~'!: L ::$'-, 

which describes the P i m i L a t i G y ; s  ;kr;b r;;c~~t;Lg~g;i i~ j : $ ~ , P ~ < ~ t 9  <p$ :*;.~-:$.::S,??:.Z~- 

non - de igned sp ce s i 2 2 hp - - ?; t i  y,;? i.ii f g;3e:p ,.dx$'?'i,??jg, 

>i - . .. 
the end-to-end resting phase. $;,p$,;c is, fl> ... z&E,?.2 y, ; zr L .p::;i. k, ~~2.g 2: ~;~:$j !$. 7- '- % 

- 45 .u :& . .., - ., ,/,; 9,. 4 ;,:-2-.* ,--- ~p. .,. .. dOcurnentiitioE f o r  i r  ,3rehi" - ,  t- ".-tar<:$ ..., i., sf r2Pj l~ c;.:> ;94 :%:5 r , b  l. :.;,;t.>;.12-r .-L. 

was inadequate. 

K'j&tz ,i fi ' C " &. F #. ... 4 L h ..l?-=,d*.'?L +: ,-. *. i-, ' 5: 1 ,$..%? : ,*,&?T.?&.4., f . , ; -- + : i;$.$ ,.,, ;. , , < . 9 ,..<,,. t r - ...... ,,.i.i-: 

of comnercial ~LEGS L C  assess ?;he , (2% cp&!f! 

component on their es t  ins k : * i  f f i U L *  !- 
,.'as $r.., > . , .  \ 5 , . >  F- #?:-.;i....,b? -- 

*i 
... L ,.,. *< ..., ..> *!.C 1, "(1.: * :,L- ,.&.f,:7"!r 

, ;, , . '?*> ." p " C necessary manuaf $nte~*d&nt ,is> - ,  . . .,, 5.. d7 1.:: *:: .u . 

designed ser,-ices t?:St ~~s::::$;:b~~,f: 

.. #;~ i- y: : " passed through La th~? C%%$-t @ sL : .:. ::> 

:u ??& SLY;. i; ; ~ $ ~ ~ ( ~  ;-s-,i: ,a,':. $< response, Qwf!s t  &dtfised ;&:*+', >,,= .". g .c. + 

planrred, for .its f,&R ~:s*i.'"'''.'..."".'"I-it. .-, ., ,,. ,( :,,% ,-,,::zs +cz '1: c 'L. 



it in their wr-tt~r; --*.,-.-*-.--.). 
, :a ;+: A:, ; -1ri3 2;:: 

discussion 2he en ban:: 

pizs - . , z " -* b. r , ci 2 .& .,,:, :.,. *: .; ::; : .;;% ;b C" 

1. 1 1 %_ 
*,"&; '-;; ?. . ." F' 'L " '.-, '7: seems to be no proble~ wla_h  ! -bh :' '"""-,; d ::f!.- , , ,:. ' : , . , 

same LMgS t h a t  is: xilsed fa:: &csu-%i 

KPMG in i t s  f i rd jn - zc ,  -.' ~ ; e  

actually stapped in ::*;1~ Q:~+?::st. 

customer or CLEC ha=!; 

3 .  Biscuasian 

z * 

t h a t  BQCs pruvide : ~ ~ d : ~ ~ ~  +@j$ 5. L% :; 

consider this Excrp%$.3 

b ' giJ" .. i. +.&i- ,- .r., *' ,,.;1 &,$ i7:.-. t;" "&*if 
,<:> 

j-nterface, based .t;.r: $u_$J$'t : :q.~ig 

EB--TA interface $;a,;!$ ";";ra:. . . . . s-*,t, ,. ,, a 

-.: ;:;.y :>;$ y, i !.? t, ;: ,,:- ;: .::.4. found Qwestrs E2-TFt "-- ' > , " * c  q.  : : . -&  

C7. yq $;y: ;.,;.,;;.; !- $;, 

f ran the product i :GT; 

dupii.=at-f: of the L+:+:39 



d. ; . .t-, ; L *. , , ,- s- &. -, 2 ; ~ @ 4 ~ : ; ;   zip , :;,?;:? 

testing u s e s  rhe ;!4Q,"- cz.>,2:-::.;?,,;=!r; 

or limiting - Ir- 3west' 5 ' . : ~ , ~ t 5 ~ ;  

+kCI  p7,* 2 %.' .*z.c+ ." .;:< ";kG. < . L * -  @" r g.:-:- -si becallse ic perr;li "i - l.eU *- ..r.i 2 : 3 ,  h ,  C. --:,. . ..-. :<- i y. ..:.- - . - 

AS 3 '; ,a 2 e;i $~k?.g::?g: ,, :: )>,$3 e. 

on this isSue, ~ > : : z ~ F Z  E Q  ? k g ? <  
,-.+*'- ,., .>.. ..b~r,\.i.;fr.. 

uses both CEIqR asi2 E.2-T&" i t  Sese;s: 

-. 9- ti --.:> <- $3 -9 c *, 2 ' 7 ?- ~"r2>$,$ c g? the EB-T& inte~f&ce L,L:. . , ...+lL;iu: ...- 

AT&T stated ~ , h a t  it p;r2~;.;%% i;., rGTfix;$:;i ?> 

application-to-apgl i.t*&tke2":j i :t,;y, ,I $ ..+. .-.. :: t:, I- ,;i l_, z$rn ._ 

M C I , / ~ J ~ ~ ~ ~ C ~ ~  appl,n,:;;.:;$r,i,Qa &::: 

-i-, A trouble tickets, isy 0';er ki;;;,, 4 

*a;.,c$ -. a'.," "."> ;"i.,:; ,A T .,q a;;''. \,> :,: ,, , :,:>- L,.,4s; 3 ,  ,.. f o r  the CiE@s3 s',,:9'f;efi"k:S 

*..< p,,v: :,) .;+;+q ..'.w. ,. - and sftamless . H s w ~ 5 V a . r  , PJ!,<C A .  .", s.,ec,L,c,~::~,: ?t ; :.$ ",". *:.:' /A 6 G'., p 
. ? Jr: *-.t,: . r , t  .., .& j!VF! 

with commercial e,xF$%;'-kl$,cC+ g;:;. 

F f? 
.C 1 r,i>.jdJ$ b,C P:i'hiF 

i s o i awd  incident r+ir$c5:..y:::;:e+;:i $ 7 ~  ?;$L~p 

QWCSt n a t  ---- r<:::%,+.- >&, 2:;:; i,.. i i . i b : r h i . i . : . -  A-. ,-i -,.:-yr 

compliance. 

]il o-qe ra.ll Corns,f,g a i.an F i  34 &,t%g ~ZSnii $a@.$: 

j.. D @ C ~ ~ ~ J . % S B  

-m -.. a .  : ".fl 
L i t - -  

c-jan7z.r;! -. T',i%t.lra.;:;=5;3,~:~!;'~;-. &. 



on our eva1-daf-i~; of ~ 3 % -  .u , j 2 :z --L-.-.-*,e- a,.; .;,.: 11'-.z 

found to bij *'znablp y;;~ d.;r:.~;:.rtl;~~" 

,,,; . - . ..-* +- 5 s- ;: &, and our anaiysi s 32 25';e ..., 'L:. 

has met t h e  recuirexencs : ~ f  

to the change aa:laaeT-enT, a, 

readily accec.-?. "-." e-. a, ...i;*L&Y- - 1;; "ji 
- T a . i . u A .  L.<.$ %*t,.:".?<i.: a,::..,, 

carrier- h a G  - U S .  L 3 4 -  6 .. 2, ' 5 .i , A * :  ,. ..2 L.+* :..-z ..,., 

operztion of t h e  ehis:l.tse -, ~~%.,:;.2ae.;~~if;$~^1: 

management pl,aa & ;a +.-.=:q t..d -\: .:Y.~<. S L - ~ '  .+, .;+i - 
A"., r. q;,. ... ... i..... .%.. r i  ..:i b ?<, . : !!:: 

change managemex t3.1 .sptx.-,e 3 ; 

test iGg eal: .i razm:py> 7r 

efficacy of .+<-\.*? iiSsh +%:&--:* .,.* :a-L. & 2'. ~.:..;.l; ;YE- i ,.-<*<. 

- . . - '  p u q 0  5 e 0 r 2~ 3 2; d, h ~i.;~:t ++! j ch ~ 5 ,  yf; ;;t;iii;:  st: . .&$,;~~l:~; /_-. . _ 

tl L.8 - 

a "pattern of cxc;.;;l.;oE:;~~~z<f~Ti 

using the REotzs  5 $ 2 5 ,  



*.,. decisior, in & c : L ~ ~ ; ~ ~  ,;.: .- s. 
,. ," -., A. 

efforts. 

h 
.-,I 

L.. . 1 ;;z*.+T& .> -- L', <: !" L. 

- &  . convened a recricz -.;.:~de cei. i = ,i&?.----*. ,.!-.c.Ls -12 -. .k ' - 7 -  k ... 

test done by xPIvjG I iic+;<1& I- - -. p.3 ii-i,...~ ... i r i ~ . i  ?-<j - 3.rt:$: 

of collaborativa - L . ~ = z - ~ p i * f l r , z 1 3 ~ r  &iL.iLi)laiiiiii "7 ?>-: ~&-i.. , f ~ l l , ~ : ~ ; . ~ , i r . w t  . ,.. t A, r:.:.'. 

F - T J - ~ ~  1 able T e r r i s  ar*;e (%.---,I ,;.3 
* s- .; i - . + b  i? I ,  

-, -4 5 A.4 *L ..,L ,%:I & : G? % 

C o m ; n i s s i o n  S g ~ ; z t a . j  ghat@;- Py-ef@dbs;;:r 

--, 4: a Perf omance A s s u r a , ~ ~ ! ~ ~  tl1,&K, $1 

=-. - adopted the  Lt2 .i. s~:L-s 3$ .z ;> 5 24 ,i :?;. ~25is 3 - g. 
.- ,,& e9- d < The Colorado CozLr;iissi,%n ;, c,!, +.5eL7 ;, pk ?,<? 2 

Doc ke liifi , 2 $ j j5 ,  , !;;. ";? <?jL? A proceeding,  

. ,E Commissior, s';aff &ct;~w@..i)* i ' k / i s : e $  

col1a.bora.t i-U--e . 

r" %, . 

undertaking. 

b e 1 i e - q ~ ~  it tias c:+l, ?;ky, 

t.0 f i l e  ar: 

." 
< W  ThE co 

the hear i n y  
dec i s ions  of  



- - - -. ?̂'t..' analysis chat now appears, i 4 ~ ~  1%: ; e : 7 ~ J  : 1 *  L ,- $ 

O r d e r  : '' 

the statutory 
we must make 
competiric=rri i n  
regular i o n  gene 
do w e  believe A 

objective criteria 
the same tine and 
to compete." 
by-case basis 
circumstances, 

circumstanccs. 

7 ? Operating Company passesi ;.;ad = 3. 

,. - 
3" Qiresy t ' i l e d  ;ts $ 2".'>. 

commission en June 13, 2081. 



to appiication. i~ a12, 

enough t o  earn a passing grade. 

t e s t  is  w e l l  known. 

VII , the  hearing calfirv v q \ & - > ~ - &  < c 4 4 U i  ,.-a. br-  9.i -.. a*-,,%. m. :- L,?;i3rL .- $7 . . :vzz~; .. . -:.;=A a t  :..! ... -F?: i.<- 

i .  '2' 

standard in P - J ~ ~ ~ T ~ L C Z  arl!+,&.ei;;3xt; a;;?::$ 

*. ."A : - 2" ,,: ?, !, .&<,* q\ known beforehand. makes g k  .% i ~ L .  <?.~ .= '. - 

difficult . We agree. N Q ~ ~ ~ ~ ; ~ ~ E Z . ~ ~ + ~  GJ, 2 E, 

judgment using t h e  guidance pr~.v$8cd.  

by the enormity ;ttf cfi;e + c s v . " ~ " i * " ; ' ~  s. "- '.L.-..# A, ,& , 

of t h e  various aspects, itn? . , u 4.f- 
4;; ;; .#.. 

important. parfarmar;,c2e ;~s~;r;a;~;.1;::~; ; 5;. 

and o t h e r  issues as i v~p~x ' t .n r : t . .  

made decisions letting *s,;hatA i . , r * t . - .Esi41~: i  
- 4 5  .-i- . ,,,. i E i ' > . i ? , ~ .  i. :> 

requirements. 



h. ~ r _  is, u i t i m . 3 $ c j y ,  ~ 3 5 .  A," 
'i: 1. 

Commission to use our ef f crc i,;; 4p:4-.;%L.;,i&;- -i;??;g z,l%+, 

- I_ i in making a pred i  c t ion at what the ~2 .c .  ~,~;.>.;; ;$ .::$';% tg'i f; >$$ ~ ~ i 5 - i -  5 *;?,-:"' . . - 4 1 3  

we have assembled far it. In doing SS,, :;.?-Y<: 

at all the proceedings ghat kwe 5ax-e h,,,i.$ 

Qwest complies with thtt? I.;, - p : ~  

one Commission decision.. , g ,  , ,  - . .  , g 5, : ;  ; 2 ; '.:: 

t h e  ROC OSS t e s t .  Faifc!yi2q ;%. $ I , J ~ ~ ~ > - ~ - . - : : ~ : ; , ~ : I ; ~ . ~ : ; ~ ~ : ~  

-, . -. ..= , .  - pricing proceeding, we, have i$ekf?.mlt,.trc,:$ ri6.w ; .r 

- 2  Run Incremental. Cost-carcrpf :h.%n?: ,:le'&B;.~:g; .pj .. ;% &fi.?~ c:::tx;?,-:g, :$,;:A @ $:g:i 

public i n t e re s t  -relac& f & c k ~ r $ :  and I $,&$?. 

. . . *, . . . - 
subs.t ant .i a 1 Cul crado P e r  f<;:znt&~c ic &i$g,e.!;f~~ fat;;$> $~'i~.;~;; :. ;$i;'d<-.. $5 v:!+yi: Zj-!, t2.$,,z? 

* .. Commission and accegced k y  "7,~s:~- .,+c .,:. k.t+ t. ?. a,#= - .l.l k,,& ,?+ -.::,.;. ..:v,.-3r a;t .+ .:. g; hs. B , $ ~ B , ~  *s,g ,:~ g , j ~ $  

- - 
I 5 Qwestts compl.ia;.l.ce. w:i.tkx Tra-2): arj.:i $. ;t"::: 

'- "."h L. <," & 5 .z' ,%.&$ $.: fip& $ 1  , ti,,& a:$ ,BY:.-'$ 

assurances d-jsztjsssa r " h i s *  ... ,A 6 rs c t #;;$.yh;:i:$:j;<$,z;A 

recoinmel?d t ha t ,  F<y<: gzzi%;;, e,&.f;. i3q:g:3t; 

of in-region, in ter- - iAT& $hli::t'=9i-;".,<:;t:g: ;;;; 

t l  . . .I'& I&*,: ;: 1 f'= , <  k"~i2 5 .  < 4 ,  , ,  : ;'B 

P .  because we r ln.;i t h a t  Q:&crs~ $,:<&% I;?*:'. - ..,,. ,?. .tier ., :: 7 .,. . , 

f urt,tler suppar t  Bi.;z.st ' s 



diminishing returns the consame.rs  $:ill 1 

process. 

that regards the OSS test as at.? errifi i;-~ 

consumers ' interests behind t4;o.~i:d-,bp :;:g>:~c~?,:g~:,:?~:;:~7-~~: ..-gi4: . :'...*& ,a ... x:. - . . -  ~<. .. ., - .,. 

should not be indulged. 

- .  .,- )i. we ~ ~ R ~ I J V  - *..-& a(.+..< , g . ; - . . , + R . .  
c ' - r . . x + ~ k 1  C I  .:.I :x..t%::-. z.:,.Xc..'!.. : 

distance encry will. be ir; tki. . . g . . - . h : . i ; i  p P i i +  A .i: .;. -+7p-.,7r,i-i,i..ii. ,& s % ,:&::- j. :,,:;:: ':z T - i("i"iT. >., ... c:...:z.2>.: = A!.+=, >.a,.,5 ?:. 

quantify, or even idenrif y , e - f ? - . p - .  ? p 
*a 2% 2.5 L s  5, A 5 %; r2 :;; <: 5: !.;;?<@. y "&%?. :$; 3 $;! 

benefits to be had fr~:?a Q:+est <iti$* -4 .c ;. ,.%. S: 1: b. is. ,,* ., 2 ~ : ~ :  ... -,.,. a* .- *.d i;; . ,*. "... +,. s: .; *~ 
.I: ...,, 

Nonetheless, we are ccsn'c,rinueC, a~rd,  - F&"?, -?I . . ," 

commissioner ' s conclusion it?, tt:.;? pir;t8L.',:: =P;;;, 

there are unc-ontrovertible G ~ L ? , E . ) ~ I . ; ~ ; ; E ~  ~&if~;l~- - , : , ~ : ~ a ~ . ; ~ ~  

^ ..t,.r.- i; kr .,,-' Qwest ' s long distance entrlr A 'Flt;i**-..;.. ..;. i .- 2 B, 
2 .,,.:.: i4.>.! ... !, y=v8..,x ., , a  sG,i,rv ,.:! .:,. :.:t,zn ;r P'p ",- z z w2 ." ,; - c~ ,>!, t : , , p t  ,>::*>:; 

to delay these Sene f i t;s 2 cc2a cj-rrinjo g i~ i~ t~~~ , f ; e .~~ . : r  y:.:?. ., 

1 ... . F~lrYi: herma r ~ ? .  . we kj!2.l ; +-! ?.:::! 

Local Exchange C a r r  i @ x s  tqhr c:tl eu r~.;: 

competing will be be.: t,ec~: pr.~:~t@ :t:2.'::, 

discriminatory behavj or. by Qsce~: y;, \,;;: 

Assurance Plan. ThaE FFiarz,, w3i.c';; 3:: ~. . t t r : :~; . i~i :  

compensatory daniage %c>r: . :.... kc ,..: T'*:; n .I xi- 

contractual obliyati.o:-rs !:cj t.ht:r:b, -&$.;. 

approval of Qwest's 8 271 ag;::; ~ ~ ~ : ~ - ~ : . , ; ~ . - ? .  
" L 

,;. .. .,... % ! , 

C' nz . .& , c figt 

14-point chec]clist bee:: m.;;? ; 7" 



been met; t h e  separace affxisate r.-qI:;nrc.+rit:: . f 5 

and Track k of B 271 is me:, . "- " . - 
<. i. ; il -- 

recommend to the FCC that Qwest's ~ n ~ ; i ! i 3 t ~ r r -  A %- ~;:;,$EL 4 

Telecommunications A c t  i3E 5 1-5135 be 3 ~ S - i  C --ex? 

XI. A - GEmLE REMINDER 

a .  

,,- -1. is a special masterjrtrPe.irisE:i,n3 p=i,~b:z+$;l;, ; g . a'... &.. -.... . i.M:,i. . :-z - i- 

Decision No. 2 0 0 - 6 1 2 -  f at pages I.:.-.BS. 

over Qwest's application fie3 3Zit:ia ::,t~j@ F;:::, gt,;?j~:. ? ; P 3 , ~ $  

This Order does not: have cbe &::,acj:iz&T:~$18h,i t+$;$g:-::~~ :z;z 

Qwest to undertake r;he srds,red ag: i , ;3~, , : : . , y.. ~$2, :; 

hortatory. - - 
Q g e ~  pyg.g;; ,i ,;dVs . . c$ , I 8-w a ,;fi: .. *. ! ;- :?. .;: -.,; + i ...a .,: =; - :?, a;. .: ;E. g7k 2- 

' *::&. % $2 ;$ t f  

. * : , , ; t ";is <; g x p  T;  ;.-@l;;.~>i*;$$7f::ij@.;g changes to the SF"" 

I L L  . decision, then the g~allr;!.;.i~~.881.i;, i t  ~&$1:;.i~;fip;!~p~,;1. 

gran t  m e s t  s 3 271 applicat; .i$~ri, 

b ,. L,&t"i 3 ~ r > +  Q&rx; :; 8% 

modifications t~ t h e  $GAT, j,gf:j,:,~;:j.:;:~;;:;. @:.;+tc;,,~$:.t;7?;;jj,3: 5;:.g.:li$, 

assura,nces, t h e  C~mn.:Pe,i:;i:;l"~ $,;;,.:,: .f;,pi:j:. 

order, that Qwest tias r:~:rts'i,:,.::!$. q;,:p$p. ,:;,h~?; 

and that the Ccpl.rn , .lllii. iqs, C i . 0 ~  ze<:arxcp>pe;,;,w: 

application. 

a' 

C .  n$~i-&!,,~f~ ;:b; iEf 5 ".>rk 
' 8- $,.A:.. 4.; ;.. t- .- tt-- s- , * A, . : . 9. -:? ,fi i j: 

Commission 30.; a ~z-ocpe;j;;'ja . : v - ? i : p ~  
.. 2 

- '$7 , 



- 4. psrtkcipanks w i b L s  i >~  a:fhx-:.''+::$ 

,A -, , .. 
to argue their respec5 i . ;~e D~ST,~ ';&bas L -2" 

"-=A ?..< ..,- .:*a;, ! a,< . .. \., .> = - p '. & Ftjii, dC p: :." ,. ? 
._.I 

+..;i $ ~:5, e..e k. f3  .;. :;$ ,L3 zj $ i; :;&! i, compliance w i t h  t h e  requirc;;.:n?.s 3: 5 2'7 i %.,,., ,".*., .. ,.,. % ,., 

,;q3 g tb yk t;; *> 7.. k-., .& 
+!= "- ,,G 

,>%, <n. ; :* .:. Communications ConmissianL atlr*% L +:>, 81 & " ,,J,,z-, ,+ =;$. ;; 2::- ,$$ ;{q:; r r  r i h. 3 :,.; :a. * 

applj-cation can take a,ppropr&n&r:. &1-;t,r,k:,$;i- z,:;.; ;*+?kt 

of that decision. 

XIX. ORDER 

A.  The C o m i s s k u n  OltJu~xa Ttk.&t:: 

( inc].uding ?-Ile co'jorado , $F&$>:,. .;t i' a; i: . * i~*< i . t  1. I ; ..; .,. . .;qv,,,; , . : 4 b :,,:: i +  



2 .  I f  it wishes the ~ o g ~ ~ ~ ~ , s ~ ~ ~ ;  r;,;~! r ~ ~ ~ ~ % k * :  :; 

recommendation to t he  Federal -,--.~*~--i, a . d . ~ 8 > 3 i : i 7 T ~ : b L s  ; l + i  &.CTL. >, i : . . , S ~ ~ C Y  .~*r--~- 

shall make a compliance fi l jLn5 ~+:itl., ~i-j& <::?; .)-$:~.~~~;~.~ ,3<? ~g-::.?:; 

in the discussion, above. Tkie ,zo~$:;i 5 r; a.nc..?2.c:z.s f :G c , ~ ~  ~~=~:g::. ;<,?:? !k2 .,.-: ;2.: ,, -.' . + 

forthwith, but i n  no event; later e;h&p; F ~ 7 . j ; ' : ~  ,% ii, c? 'l; ,; L..ser ' f i 8 + a t p  . -. '4;; I .  .. .; 

Upon rece ipc sf t ii,?? , j . $ - ' 2. - 9  ,.; u:: % 

3 .  L . . . ,  i i%.%*' i i ,<* i  '.:.,5: : - 

. . 
L.-&.-; w.it5x.,<. - ' 

.i. : ,& ' 

Commission will d e t ~ 3 r m i n ~ .  w';letAhe~ .cri+; , ,  . . : ' F  

,. += ,; $.,&" . - ,, "+& ; ;, , * 7 ' :$: sufficient and, if ir is s u f  ,fi=..i<?;:C.. w.2";. 5 i<bz  ;:..-. ~3;;. z.+,~+:,J !.E i . 2  >., :,-$I 

. .. .- ,.. , , . ">.- .,*+ -,.*:.. 4, ,:-*-.> $, : ; --*, recommendation of approvdf ea k&,$ .&%&~??~&,i ~ ~ z ~ . ~ = ~ ~ ~ . , ~ . ~ . k T ~ ~ t ~ ~ . ~ . ~ ~ s ~ . . ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ 3 4 : ~  

Comrni. ss i on. 

4 .  ~~~~h wp,ri ca 6 s PQ t ; e, i ;~~~ $3 1 ;%it;.:@. z7yT+-f",&, -~,. .< +- $3 $.if>fi~$$~~!x~& -.. : 

, . 
5 .  This Order . C .  f 5:~; e .;d,?%fik~;:i, :;gi;: y: ,j: -2 &?-$ 

Mailed Date. 

33. ADOPTED TH CQm41SS96hgRP B#IZPBgfiTXa1@S ME%%P@G 
June 13, 2002- 
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Wyoming Transcript of Proceeding, June 13, 2002 (excerpt), 



1 BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMS41SSIClS 

2 OF THE STATE OF \.'ITOhfI?4G 

4 ihl THE MATTER OF THE APPLIC.4TlOF.;' OF 
QWEST COWORATION REGARDING RELIEF DOCKET 50- 

5 UNDER SECTION 271 OF THE FEDERAL 7UUiN~46'Tt'i-ili?-SczjiS 
TELECOMIvRJNiCATIO~?S ACT OF 1996. (RECORD SF>. ?)231 

6 QTOh4ING'S P.4RI'TCIPATION IN A ML? L.Tl- 
STATE SECTION 271 PROCESS, AND 

7 APPROVAL OF ITS STATEMEXT OF 
G E N E W L Y  AVAILABLE TETIRiS 

8 

11 TRANSCRIPT OF KErLRl?<G PKOCEEDINGl? 

13 PLXSUAXT 'TO NOTICE duly givcrt fa? nli p;ani,-s 

14 in interest, this matter came an for hearitzg urr t l~r I -litit 

15 day of June, 2002. at the inour of 9:iK) a.m., in ;hc 

16 Com~nission Hearing Room, 2-5 f. 5 Karrrn A ~ t n u c ,  Stiitc v ~ l ~ l l ,  

17 Cheyenne, Wyoming, before the f uhlic Scrvicc Ct~rnr~~it+h:t t~~. 

18 Commissioner Kristin Lee presiding, with ~*haalrr?:s$~ Siwvc 

19 Ellenbecker and Deputy Chairman Steve I:unt~c!* ;i!si~ i f i  

20 attendance. Also present were Srephcn C. Clults?, 

21 Secretary and Chief f ounsel, and Mict.r;icl fiort7t.r. 

22 Technical Advisor to the Commission, 



1 reflect any kind of analysis o f - ~ z l ~ a ~  transacticms rrre 
* 

2 really being run in the real world? 

3 A.(WMG - MR. 'LVEEKS) Yes. \Vc mads an atrcmpt to h.3~0 ihr: FT~*\ cx'i 

4 transactions reflect what we believed to bc an 

5 appropriate mix of the transactions in the rcai :vc>i-fci. 

6 Q. (QiVEST - MR. CRAIN) Thank you. Mnstng on, ri~cn. io fltr I I C I X ~  i ~ y t ~  

7 the M&R end-to-end trouble repon processing, 18-b- E dr?d 

8 18-7-1. The first relates to closeout codes a1i-i the 

9 seco~ld relates to the accuracy of'repair. Can yc~u 

10 explain why you didn't use a parity benchrn:lrk ar a parit! 

11 standard for this test? 

12 A, Yes. I attempted $0 ex plait^ i l l i s  earlt~r in n-r? 

1 -primary testimony. The nature of this test: if; itloking 

14 for method and process b1MP adlterencc, And tsbii :7~*cre 

15 attempting to deternine whethcr or trot Qn cttt ii2t !on .;st rite 

16 process that they had articulated 3s xvctl sr jviued~ir;' :lr 

17 not the values, so to speak, thai werc rcprsrtcd fif~rr 

I8 certain key elements were acctuarct]i rccordciP. 

19 Q. And what you'rc wniching i s  the s;lnlc r>cvplc 

20 doing the same tasks on iItc samc typo crT rqr:ipt%lcnt t ~ , r c  

22 both retail and f ~ r  UNEs or rcsnle, 

22 A. That's correct. 

23 Q. And ii's essentially :r parif> by de~l;!r, 

25 A. That's a label that is 3itachoJ i i ~  l i ,  yur 



I Q. Okay. Am I nigl~t, then, that there's 110 

2 implication in either one of these critcria that Qwest is 

3 providing nondiscriminatory treatment between retail and 

4 UNEs of resale? 

5 A. The test that we were conducting hcrc testcii 

G whether or not the process was being followed. 'Vt. did 

7 not test specifically to see whether there might Lie hias 

8 between retail and wl~olesale. but we saw notliirtg in ;kc 

9 design of the process itself or in the esecutiorl of thu 

10 process as we obsented it that would suggest thcrc i s  iltxy 

1 1 bias one way or the althcr. 

3 2 Q. Now, the seca~nd criteria, 15-7-1, rcliiting io 

13 accuracy of repairs, rather than using a parity 

14 bellchmark, KPMG set a 95 perccnt t>enchrnark; lst i t  tlrikt 

15 correct? 

16 A. Yes, we did. 

17 Q. Can you tell me what lcvci Qxvcsi tslirrrmatcl> 

18 achieved? 

19 A. I'll have to refer to thc repon. I rioit't 

JIYC nrc a ;r~t~>rncrtt, 20 recall off the top of my head, C' 

21 Q. Mine is on page 366, s o m c s ~ h c ; ~  i n  liacr:, 

22 A. l'm on pase -- 18-7-1 i s  on page -- i yrrf 

23 tllere. 355. 92 percent. 

24 Q. Okay. So cvcn tinder ti;P&lG's anci!;:si::, ~ ) ~ c ' ~ ~ l  

25 achieved a 92 percent lcvel. 



1 A. Of the 359 troubles that wc st~hlxrartcc!, 9713 x ~ c r i  

2 successfully repaired. 

3 Q. -4nd that Lvas a di ffcrcr-rcc of oplnrtii; 1-egariin:sg 

4 certain other ones whether or not they v. cri' ;ncerr~ar;t-i! 

5 repaired. 

6 A. That is correct. 

7 Q. Thank you. %ia~ ins  on. then, 1~ 21;:: Enal tl 

8 not satisfied criteria. Both ~ S t i i e s e  are reia~~ii~n;: ":c. 

9 test environments. The first, 2 f . j ~ - 1 4 ,  r s i d m  t.1 h-!Tk, 

10 the stand-alone test envirorxmcrr$ fbr p?-c~rnz'rf:ek ixr~iS it~ti:; 

11 I think you just tcstificd %ha$ i t  1rrr$3r hat ;3 n ~. ;s  b:. 

12 go, Was that staten~ct~t based r:tmz ?-*Y~:T; ~.ti~3?r~i,i1ii"n p a '  thjl: 

13 test environment as it esistcc! st \kjc ir;p;cyoti S & O ~ ~ " G + !  

I4 testing on that? 

r j r r  i 15 A. Yes, the clascdiurrrc~nivt"~,Ir, i : ~ ; ?  ~ $ 7 ,  43sbj+ 1, n~ 

I6 Q. .4nd it cfaesrr't ~;$;t: irar~_i ~ ~ t ~ ~ s t t i ~ i i a ~ t s b r i  

17 improvement or nr~vlgr i;%~pfc;rtert~~t! !'E~II~~;%I~?~;~~.EF:IIC': :I:.).' 

18 Qwcst migilt have r.rlde sir;ir biisa? 

19 A. No. Thctc: t1at.c trccfl, rr~$t,ks?t"c,'rrr~-~!i :;, ,lbl",i% + : 

20 Qwcst afrc; wc stt.>ppc;f rt.satfig ,tmi~lf ?/it ; '% 't*l ':i?-;? :;.': % i  

+:: $ f *  *,x. 'f". 22 reflected in the rcpori +siliS v - ~ u l f !  rl.,, - - 

22 (3, $h;ink ysrti- i ' i t  g:r.rjr c: i.757 1.- ::'>- R ; *  ~ ~ : : i -  

23 then. Thc test ~n\" i r t , r i n t~ ;~?  l r ~  1 t$ -  î  '7, .;eel J :;i i t ( : ~ >  s 

24 you explained EB-T.4 ii, a z,r:sptrr~:,-r--!,. .i+.:rt>~-~:c:. :$I :  % - -  3 I 

25 for repair. And 4; is iiisir .- r: '~  ;rra .;lf::rgi&:; F: :. 










